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Dimensions of Social Stratification for Whites and Blacks: The Toledo Study
Lawrence J. Stricker

Abstract

The aims of this study were (a) to determine the major dimensions
of social stratification for whites as well as blacks and (b) to explore
the existence of distinct social classes. A survey was conducted with

225 white and 206 black household heads in Toledo, Ohio, using a highly

)4
structured interview that included variables reflecting major theoretical

dimensions of stratification, important indexes, and well established
cof;;I;tes. Eighteen first-order factors were found for whites and 19
for blacks. Five factors matched in the two samples: social status,
residence, organization activity, political activity and efficacy, and
main support's social status. Other important factors, unique to each
sample, were: for whites, self-employed and majority griup membership,
and for blacks, class consciousness and method variance. The indexes,
except for Own Education, did not consistently load the factors that they
prasumably tap. Second- and third-order factors were also obtained, but
they were difficult to interpret. Two separate cluster analyses of
individuais, based on their ;core profiles on social status variables,
identified 37 and 47 clusters o; white respondents, the largest cluster
containing 13 people. (The cluster analyses were not done for blacks.)
All in all, the present_findings indicate that stratification is more
complex than anticipated by current conceptualizations, previous research,
and existing indexes. These results also point up the need for revising

the theoretical formulations and using more appropriate measures of the

salient dimensions.




Dimensions of Social Stratification for Whites ag&xBlacks: The Toledo Study‘1

Social stratification has been an extraordinarily active area, both
theoretically: and empirically, in sociologv since the 1930's. This
interest has been shared in large measure with psychology, stimulated by
the wide range of links observed between psychological and stratification
variables,

Despite this activity, however, some fundamental questions still
remain unanswered. One involves the dimensionality of stratification.
Many conceptualizations of the underlying dimensions have heen advanced.
Univariate views include, among others, economic position (Marx, 1967;
Marx & Engels, 1932), class consciousness (Centers, 1949), and social
status (Warner & Lunt, 1941; Warner, Meeker, & Eells, 1949). And
multivariate schemes range from sustenance and comfort, humor and
diversion, and self-respect and ego expansion (Davis & Moore, 1945;

Moore, 1963); to status, economic position, and power (Weber, 1946,

1947)., Enpifically, though, this field has focused predominantlv on

status, largelv neglécting the othe; postulated dimensions, Concern

with status is seen in most research efforts, such as Warner's (Warner

& Low, 1947; Warner & Lunt, 1941, 1942; Warner & Srole, 1945) classic

study of Yankee City, as well as in the majority of commonlv used indexes

of stratification, many of which grew odt of these invest@gations (Gordon,
* 1958). . |
Sev:ral factor analyses (Artz, Curtis, Fairbank, & Jackson, 14871,

Atherton, 1962; Kahl & Davis, 1955; Knupfer, 1946) are consistent with

a multidimensional conception of stratification, even though these

r;/
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studies were limited to existing indexes and related variahles pre-
doqingntly reflecting social status, thereby restrictiqg the scope of

the factors obtained. Although all of the investigations, except the
Knupfer studv in which the pertinent data afe un%epqrted, fou&é a large
general factor (prior to rotation), one or mo?e o}her factors were also
idengified. Atherton, Kahl and Davis, and Knupfer found twa; and Artz

et al., analvzing six communities,  uncovered five in each. Two factors
were foun& in all four studies: (a) one defined by the respondent's °*
occupation as well as education, and, sometimes, friends' occupation;
and (b) another by variahles conéerning’his or her honé and neipghborhood
and, occasionally, family income.® Artz et al. found several additional
factors, one defined by familv income, another by the occupa*ion and
education of the respondent's parents, a third by his father-in-law's
occupation and wife's education, and a fourth by majoritv group memher-
ship (essentially white vs. black and Chicano). These investigators
also identified two second-order factors, which differed in composition
from community to community. -

Another unresolved question stems from the circumstance that most
éf the substantive research and index development has been done with
whites. Hence it is uncertain whether this work is relevant to blacks
and other races. Applicability to blacks is a particularlv important

concern because of their number and the amount of research using

stratification indexes that is carried out with them.
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Comparatively little theoretical speculation and empiiical research
exists ahout black social structure and its correspondence with white's.
A notable theoretical contribution is the conception of the two races as
forming separate castes, each with its own social structure (Park, 1928;
Warner, 1936); Several commentators (Drakec, 1965; Smith, 1970) have
suggfsted that the two structures poséess different shapes, reflecting
variations in the siz2 of the various social classes: the white's
structure is shaped like a diamond, the middle class;s being largest;

and the black's is a pyramid, with the lower classes being greatest.

* This view is consistent with the observed frequency distributions of
L \,; . . . [
* social stratiricatisn indexes for whites and blacks in the same

-

community or the countrv at large (Cilmore & Wilson, 1945' Hill & McCall,

1950; Nam & Powers, 1965; Schmid & Nobbe, 1965 Qegal & %chaffner, 1968)

The white distrihutinn% are essentiallv normal with some concentration °

-

of individuals at the top of the scale; the black are highlv skewed, with’

larke numbers of people at the bottom, These race differences are

gr?dtest in rural areas and small céﬁmunities. Analvsts (Prake, x?ﬁS;
Max;r & Bucklev, 1970) have aiso argued, 1arge{y on'impressionistic~
grounds, that the social classes in the twoiégces ar; not equivalent
(e.g., the white middle classes correspond to the black upper classes).
In light of such possible differences between' the two social
.

. .structures, the-applicability'to blacks of'standérd indexes of sgtrati-
"fI;ation,has been questioned (Canady, 1943;'Murrav, 1Q51; Pettiprew,

1964; Price, 1934). The findings on this issue are-c&htradictory.
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The measures' relationships with criterion variables are usually similzr,
withea few important exceptions, for the two races (Beck, 1967; Bloom,
Whiteman, & Deutsch, 19655. However, the indexes generally differ in
their intercorrelations for whites and blacks. the relationships typically
being higher for the former (Andersén, 19557 Blum, 1972; Cole ‘, Blum,
Sorenson, & Rossi, 1972; Duncan, 1969; Goyder & Pineo, 1974; Jackman &
7 Jackman, 1973; Turner, 1953).

A third important issue centers around the reality of social classes,
a class being defined broadly here as an aggregation of people at roughly
the same level of a social hierarchy (Jackson & Curtis, 1968). The

A

question of whether classes are dist;gct and qualitatively different from
each other or merely represent arbitrary divisions of an underlying con-
tinuum has stimulated a lengthy controversy in sociology since Warner's
(Warner & Lunt, 1941) claim that he uncovered real clas;es in Yankee City.
- The research on this topic, mainly based on whites and usually involving
“the class structure of a paflicular community, has taken several forms, and
.the various kinds of results are inconsistent with each other. On the one
hand, {(a) judges generally disagree about the ndmber of classe; present
jHollingshead, 1949; Kgufm@n, 1945; Lasswell, léSA; Lenski, 1952; Rennie
.& Hilgendorf, 1960; Wheeler, 1949) and (b) no gaps are observable in the
distributions of stratificazién indexes (Hetzler, 1953; Kenkel cited in
“Cuber & Kenkel, 1954): On the E?Hb{\pand, (a) divisions occur on a

stratification index, corresponding to clusters of people.differing in

thei} use of communication media (Hollingshead & Redlich, 1958);
* §° ’

-
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“(b) discontinuitiesaexiét in regressiona of social ‘participation

variables on a stratification index (Duncan & Artis, 1951) ;nd in 5
regressionslof stratification indexes on each other (Landecker, 1960),
the breaks separating clerical workers from manual workers and farmers
in the former study gnd diffeientiaging tﬁe’top 6% or 7% of the popu~-
lation from the remainder in the latter investigétionj (c) boundaries

‘

appear in both ihtergeneration and intrageneration movement among
occup;tional g;oupings, dividiné clérical and manual workers, and
sometimes farmers (Blau, 1965; Blau & Duncan, 1967; Jaffe & Carleton,
1954; Lipset & Bendix, 195§); and (d) clusters genegglly_occur in
people's patterns’ of associaéions with each other, the groupings, which
consist of individuals at the same level on a stratification index,
typical%y differentiating those at the extremes (Curtis, 1963; Duncan

& Artis, 1951; kenkel cited in Cuber & Kenkel, 1954; King, 1961;
Laumann, 1966, 1973; Laumann & Guttman, 19663 Loomis, Beegle, &
Longmore, 1947; Lundberg & Steele, 1938).

The principal aim of the present study was to determine the major
dimensions of social stratification for whites and blacks in a large
Northern city by factor analyses of a comprehensive set of potentially
important variables drawn from the relevant theoretical and empirical

iterature. The focus was on a large city because of the importance
f communitics] size ana on a Northern one because the effects .

on blacks of segregation and discrimination are apt to be less
“~n

severe in that section of the country. Secondary goals were (a) to

=3
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assess the correspondence between these dimejgions and leading con-

ceptualizations of stratification, (b) to compare the dimensions for the

two races; and (c) to identify the be.. measure of each dimension. An
additional purpose was to explore, in a preliminary way, the existence
of distinct social classes by attempting to identify homogeneous sets of
whites on the basis of clustgr analyses of individﬁals, employing their
profiles of scores on the social status dimension. Each of these
clusters of people would presumably represent a class. This eonrt, in
view of its exploratory nature, was restricted to status ‘and to whites,

-

because thLe preponderance of findings on the class issue concern soclal

status in white samples.

v Method

Sampling Procedure

The field work, by Opinion Research Corporation, was carried out

»

during 1967-1968 in Lucas County, Ohio, which represented the Toledo '
Standard Metropelitan Statistical Are;:(SMSAj at the time of the 1960

Census. (The Toledo SMSA was sﬁbsequéntly enlaréed in 1963 to include

Wood County, Ohio, and Monroe County, Michigan, U. S. Bureau of the

Budget, 1964.) This community was chosen bécause ik seemed to be

_reasonably representative of large Northern cities. Its seleétion was

based on Hadden and Borgatta's (1965) factor agalysis of 65 variables,

mainly drawn from the 1960 census, for 644 communities with populations

of 25,000 0r more. These investigators 1‘dentifi§ 8 major factors

involving social characteristics and listed scores for eﬁch communiiy »




o

i
1
. on 12 variables defining these factorp. For the present research, the
|
t

& 12 were used in separate anaiyses of wo sets of cities with populations

of ?t least 250,000: 24 Northern as Welf‘as 33 Northern and Western.

‘(Thé regions were defined the same way as in the census, U. S. Bureau of’
\Census, 196la.) Both analyses inVolved calculating for every ’ ‘
unity the absolute deviation of each of its scores on the variables .

from the corresponding mean for the set af cities, and then sumﬁing

the city's deviations to obtain an ovefrall measure. Toledo had the

smgllest overall deviation in each analysis.

The 1960 census (U. S. Bureau of the Cengus, 1962a, Tables 111 and =

1

) distributions .of education and cutrent ofcupation of the white
i

s

and nonwhite family'%eads in the Toledd SMSA,%both variables scaled, as

far; as- pogsible, in a<cordance with the proce&ures employdd by Warner

et al (19493, were inspected for the purposegof obtaining some assurunce

et | ;
that a reasonable number of respondents were available at each level ’
Lo { '

of social status. The distributions appear im Tables 1 and 2. In

-

addition, Toledo and Luéas County weré.visited~in order to establish

(S

which would make this community atypical.

Insert T¥bles 1 and 2 about here

- -l

Although the reanalysis of the Hadden and Borgatta data was based
\ . "
on cities rather than SMSAs, the Toledo SMSA was cl :sen for investi~- - !

gation, because the statistical unit should better represent the natural

!
|
|
| that no unusual circumstances existed, not reflected in the census data, 7




—B-

»

community, which may not necessarily correspond to the city's lopal

-

boundaries. -An SMSA, bv definition, is ".,.an inteprated economic and

social unit with a recognized large population nucleus” (U. S. Buresu
of the Budget, 1964, p. iv). The 1960 definition of the Toledo SMSA as
comprising only Lucas County was adopted rather than_;ﬁiﬁgubsequent and

broader version, because (a) Lucas Countv, since it consists largely

“

of Toledo, has greater similarity than the three-countv unit to the city,
making the Hadden and Borgatta data more applicable' and (b) the field

work cou.d be more readily carried out in a single countv, particularly

in view of the relatively small samples required. .

/

The Toledo SMSA ronsists of the citv, several subugban communities,
and rural areas (I, é: Bureau of the Census, 1962b)., The SSA population
(U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1962b, Table P-1; 1972, Table P-1) was
456,931 in 1960, including 318,003 in Toledo, and 484,370 in 1970, with
383, 818 in the city. The percentage of blatks in the SMSA and the city
was 9.4% and 12. 6%,‘respective1y, in 1960, and 11.3% and 13.8% in 1970,

£

Separate multistage area probability sampl’were drawn of white
and black households.2 The census tracts in Lucas County were ;:ratified
by geographic location (Toledo vs. remainder of county), race (67z or
mére whites vs. all other tracts), and median family incOm;, using race
" and ;ncome data from tﬁe 1960 census' (U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1962b,

e"'-
Table P-1). The census—~tracts were then divided into area segments.

These segments were generallyihlocks in Toledo and census enumeration

districts elsewhere, but blocks or distedcts with fewer than 18 house-
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holds were combined with geographically contiguous ones, and districts
with 50 or more homes were divided so that they contained approximatiely

30 each. The final set of segments comprised 1,469 zones of 100 house-
N\

. holds each (Deming, 1956). One segment was randomly selected from each

zone with probability proportional tp size. ‘ o
These segments were then classified as white or not él}«white,"

using tgg census data, local 1n§ormgnts,_and fieid visits, in order.;o

facilitate oversampling-of blacks. Three sets of these segments were

randomly selected: (a) 132 all white, representing 1/9 of‘those‘originalli

designated plus others added because of new construction that took élace

after the 1960 ce;sus; (b) an additional 132 all whige, having the s;me

Eomposition as the basi: set of 132 segments; anu (c) 236 not all white, -~ - *

corresponding to.3/4 of the original segments together with those added

[§

for new construction. v

I
r——

All of the households ig\EE; basic all white and the not all white

segments were listed, and 18 randomly selected homes in each segment
+

were classified by race of occupant and rated with Warner et al.'s
“(1949) house type scalé. Each segment was also.rated with Warner
et al.'s dwelling area scale. Listing, classification, and rating were
only carried out in each of the additional all white segments if.one or
more hou;;holds in it were black.

Subsequently, for the white sample, the classified households

occupied by whites were randomly selected for interview, using the

following rates: 1/9 of these homes in the basic set of all white
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13

* : . Q .
segments and 1/60 of these in the not all white segments. As a result,

v

the white sampling fraction was 1/450 overall as well as in the sets

of all white and not all white segments. For the black sample, the

ot

. ~
classified households occupied by blacks or those whose race was

undetermined were selected, using these rates: 4/7 of these homes

-

in both sets of all white segments and 1/6 p} these in the not all
' whiggxfegments. Consequently, the black sampling fractic as 1/45
. overaliﬁaﬁq\in the two sets of segments. ‘ .
Mino djustmenks were made 1in the samﬁles during the field work.
-All householdé from the white sampye found ;Q be headed by blacks were -

added to the black sample, a fraction“—cor;esponding~:o the white sampling

» he] N

rate--of housegolds from the black sample that had,white heads were added

to the white samplef and all homes in either sample with Oriental and

14

other nonwhite heads were dropped entirel§! Corrections were also made

fpr errors in the listir,, missed households being added to the samples

as appropriate. ; -

Field Prxocedures

The interviewing took place between October, 1567 and September,
1968, Twenty white and 23 black interviewers participated. They were
recruited locally from newsp?per advertisements, the state employment
service, community organizations, and a local interviewing agency. The
characteristics of the two sets of interviewers are reported in Tables
3land 4, Fifteen of the 20 w'ites and 19 of the 23 blacks were women,

their median age was 27.0 and 31.6, and their median years of education

was 13.4 and 12.4.
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Insert Tables 3 and 4 about here

S - —— <

’
Prospective interviewers participated in a three-hour ;raining'

session during which the background of the study was outlined, general
interviewing procedhres were described, and the questionnaire was dis-
cussed in detail, followed by supervised practice in reading questiogs
from the questidnnaire, recording answers, and making ratings. A -

26-page Interviewer Specifications manual, covering this same material

i

more extensively, was also provided. They then studied the manual and
questionnaire at home and complcted a practice interview with an ac-
quaintance. Subsequently, this interview was reviewed by a supervisor,
and the candidate took a 22-item test based on the manual.' Those

‘ »

igaividuals whc had acceptable éractice intetrviews and test scores were
selected and assigned to work. *
Throdghout the course of the study, whenever an interviewer com-
pleted an assignment, typically consisting of five to ten hoyseholds, a
sample of his or her work, including completed questionnaires and records
of quuccessful contacts, was reviewed by a supervisor and discussed
with the interviewer. All of the questionnaires were subsequently read
by a supervisor, and those with a substantial amoﬁnt of missing or
inadequate information were returned--usually to the original ‘ -
Interviewers--for correction, following additional contacts with the

households.3 Interviewers also received memoranda des. ribing general

problems that occurred in the field work.

14
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Interviews were conducted with heads of‘\household, whether thev

were male or female. In-general, the head was considered to be the

household member named as such by the persqn in the home with whom the
interviewer initially spoke, but if a husband and wife or an unrelated
man and woman (unless the man was clearly a roomer) lived there, he

was designated. Interviewers were assigned to respondents of the same

. race. Prior to the interviewer's initial contact, a letter was sent to

*
the home describing the interview and requgsting cooperqtion. A copy

appéars in the appendix. Th who refused to be interviewed or who were .

not at bome a 2l visits were sent a second letter stressing the
Ace gf the sgudy, and additional ;ttempts were made to complete
nterviews with them, usually after their reassigmment to different
interviewers. ‘A cépy‘of this letter app;ars in the appendix.
Reassignments were made of 90 (29.8%)_of the households designated,
after deletions, for the white ;ample and 64 (17.8%) of those for ;he
black samﬁle.

An attempt was made to estabhlish that everv completed.interview
°

had been carried out in the prescribed manner with the correct rqspondent.
This ‘'validation was conducted by telephone wherever possibhle; households
without telephones yere visited. Several questions were asked for com-
parison with the i;fngmation'on the questionnaire: Three were used‘with
every‘respondeqt: (a) About how long did the interview last? (corres-
ponding to Cover Page: Time Interview Bega;>Time InterYiew Ended),

(b) Where were you born? (identical to Q. 65),_apd {(c) How many years have

you lived in the Toledo area? (identical to Q. 68). And an additional

~
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question, usually concerning occupation, was selected individually for
each person. In instances where the answers to any of these questions
appeared to be inconsistent with the questionnaire, others were asked
and additional information was obtained.

The validation uncovered two kinds of irregularities in the work of
three interviewers: (a) someoneilther than the household head was inter-
viewad; or (b) the contact had been made with the correct person, but
,fhe interview had not been completed in its entirety. These interviewer.
were dismissed, and all of their work--unsuccegsful interview contacts
and‘éompleted interviews--was discarded. In 36 of the 40 sample segments
in‘ﬁhich these interviewers had been gi;en assignmengs, the 91 house-
holds involved were replaced, usirs the same procedures employed in the
initial sample selection. In the four remaining segments the number of
homes needed as replacements exceeded those»available for assignment.

As a result, the 13 original household; were retained, and an.attempt
was ;ade to interview them anew. -

In all, it was possible *to verify 222 (98.7%) of thé whitdnd- 195
(94.7%) of the black interviews that were used in the study; thi
remaiﬂder could not be evaluated because the respondents had moved.

Another problem inv;lved the failure of one or two interviewers,

\Qho left the study, to return assignment cards for households where no
interviews were completed. Consequently, it was uncertain whether the

» A

homes had been approached. The ten aifected households in seven segments

‘were replaced, using the same sampling procedures that were employed

*-initially.
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After completion of the field work, its major phases were indepen
dgently checked: (a) the original selection of households fuoom the
listings was verified to establish that the appropriate sampling rates
were applied and the correct procedureé for choosing eligible homes were
followed; (b) all questiénnaires d;re compared with the listings to
ascertain that the correct households were approached; (c) completed
questionnaires were inspected to establish that the household head had

been interviewed and that the respondent and interviewer were of the

same race; and (d) the specific disposition of every home designated

for the samples, originall& or subsequently, was deégrmined wherever
possible, usually from an examination of the questionnaires and field

records.

Sample Descrip;fhn and Representativehess

The disposition of all houéeholds designated for the twa samples
appears in Table 5. Households are classified in this table by lister's

rating on the house type scale, collapsed into the following

categories: upper ("excellent dwellings," '"very good dwellinﬁg,“ and

. "good dwellings'), middle ('average dwellings"), and lower ("fair

dwellings," "poor dwellings," and "very poor dwéllings").

2 total of 315 households were designated in the white sample and

448 in the black. Thirteen of these in the white sample were deleted,

mainly because the Jgéignment card for the household was not retuvrned;

92 were dropped in the black, all but one because of interviewer
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irregularities. (Virtually all of these deleted households--10 n the

white sample and 91 in the black--were replaced, as described previously.)
After these deletions, 302 households remained designated in the .

white sample and 356 in the black. Twenty households in the white sample

Aandr96 in the black were ineligible, typically because the former were

vacant and the latter‘were occupied by whites. A total of 282 homes

in the white sample veré eligible, and interviews were comp{eted with

225 (79.8%) of them; for the black sample, 260 were eligible and intur-

views were completed with 206 (79.2%). Thé completion rates did not

differ for the "upper,” "Qiddle," and "lower" rated houaseholds in

either sampie (x2 [2} = 3.86, p > .05, two-tailed, for whites; x2 = 2,24,

p > .05, two-tailed, for{blacks). In both samples, refusals were the

:Lin reason for failure ;é_;;;plete interviews in eligible households,

accounting for 28 (9.9%) of the eligible homes in the wkite sample and

36 (13.8%) in the black. : The refusal rates did not differ for the three-

categories of households in either sample (x2 [2) = .32, p > .05, two-

tailed, for whites; x2 = 3,75, p > .05, two-tailed, for blacks).

Insert Table 5 about here

Table 6 shows the number of sample segments from which were drawn
the designated households (after deletions), eligible ones, and those
providing completed interviews in the two samples. The mean and standard

deviation of the number of households per segment, for these three kinds

of households, also appear in this table. For cﬁe whites, housaholds

18 .
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were designated in 161 segments, eligible ones were im 155, and those

providing interviews were in 139. The corresponding mean number of

households per segment was 1.88, 1.82, and 1.62, respectivéiy. For t:hejf
blacks, louseholds were designated in 147 segments, eligible ones were
in 128, and those with interviews were in 117; the means were 2.42, 2.03,

and 1.76.

Ingert Table 6 about here

The basic descriptiye characteristics of the samples are reported
in Tables .7 to 15! The samples were substantially different: whites
being older; comprising more males, married people, and heads of simple

[N

nuclear families; and possessing higher social statuéiand wealth.b

The median age (Table 7) was 52.5 for whites and 43.4 for blacks. In

both samples, the majority wasvmale (Table 8; 32.22 of ;higgs and 65.5%

of blkcks); most were married (Table 9; 76.4% of whites and 56.9% of
blacks); the most common household type (Table 10) was a husband and

wife with chilaren and no other relatives or nonrelatives (46.4% of

whites and 33.7% of blacks); and the median ngmber of persons in the

home (Table 11) waérj. The median family income (Table 12) was 58,708

for whites and $4,;58 for blacks;'and the most common current occupatiog
(Tab¥e 13). for wh'tes was retired (17.2%), follogad by managers, officials,
and proprietors (15,32); and for blacks was operatives and kindred workers
(2¥.9Z), followed by retired (14.6%). The median years of education
(Table 14) was 11.8 for whites and 9.7 for %lacks, and the ;edian inter-

viewer's rating .7 social class (Table 15) was 3.0 ("upper lower class")

in both samples.

- . ":9
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Insert Tables 7 to 15 about here

s

Some of these sample chafacteristics as well as others can be com-
pared with data on household3 and their heads reported“for Lucas County
in the 1960 and 1970 c;;suses (U. S. Bureau of the Cénsus,wiégZa. Table
106; 1962b, Tables H-1 and H-3; 1971a, Tables 14 and 17; 1971b, Table
36). These resulfs appear in Tables 16 to 21. Because the samples Lere
drawn in 1967-1968, ghese comparisons are noﬁ/gggirely precise due to
time differences. In all of the analyses KG; blackk, it should also be
noted that the 1960 census data are reported for nonwhites, not blacks.~
However, the latter comprised 98.8% of nonwhites 1in Lu;as County at that
time (U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1962b, Table P—l);

The available data for both samples were roughly similar to the
corresponding census statistics for the two yea;s. the most striking
divergence being that the white sampie owned somewﬂa£ more homes.5
The median age (Table 16) for whites was 52.5 in the samplé, 48.1 in
the 1960 census, and 49.0 in the 1970 census; the corrésponding black
medians were 43.4, 43.2, and 44.0. The percentage of males (Table 17)
for whites was 82.2% in the sample and 82.9% and 78.9% in the two
censuses; the statistics for blacks were 65.5%, 73.8%, and 65.5%.

The median number of persons in the home (Table 18) for both whites \

and blacks was 3 in the samples as well as in the censuses. The median

persons per room (Tablg 19) for whites was .42 in the sample and .51

and .45 in the censuses; the black medians were .47, .63, and .52. The
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median number of rooms in the home (Table 20) for whites was 6 in the
sample and 3 in éhe 1970 census--the 1960 census data were not available;
the black medians were 5 in the sample;and both censuses., The percentage
of owne£ occupied homes (Table 21) for whites was 82.0% in the sample
iEnd 72.5% and 70.7% in the censuses; the black percentages were 40,3%,

47.1%, and 48.3%.

Insert Tables 16-21 about here

Questionnaire ' : | ’
| A highly structured questionnaire was developed to assess variables
that fall roughly into four categories:

Y ' a, Those that direétzl,y reflected major theoretical dimensions. Iﬁ &
order to restrict coverage to manageable proportions, dimensions stemming
from the conceptions of Weber (1946, 1947, Warner (Warner & Lunt, 1941,
Warner, et al., 1949), and Centers (1949) were emphasized in view of
their special relevance. Dimensions assoriated with other theories,
especially those 0% Marx (Marx, 1967; Marx & Engels, 1932) and Davi§ and
Moore {(Davis & Moore, 1945; Moore, 1963), were also considered to some

' @«
extent, Severallaspects of Weber's economic eomponeht were mininaily
represented bv variables because of inherent difficulty in operationalizingp
the.conception, In addition, only a sample was included of the large
number of variables tapping life chances, associated with Weber's economic

dimension; and life styles, which are linked with his social status

. dimension. ¢
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Some of the variables came directly from chg theories; others
stemmed from the relevant literature, mainly previous empirical work;
and the remainder were esﬁzcially derived for this research. The content
areas involved were social status, wealth, power, class consciousness,
psychological gratification, home and possessions, life chances and life
styles, and attitudes and values.

b. Those that represented explicit indexes of social strat fication.
They included all of the commonly -used measures, whether standardized or

¢« ad hoc, as well as other variables that ;ere found to be important in
previous factogfgnalyses. The variables in this categorv included most
) of the previously listed content areas;

c. Those that tapped":mll'established correlates of social strati-
fication. 1In view of the vast array of pertinent variables, it was only
possible to include a few from each of a variety of areas. The topics
covered were home and possessions, backgrouﬁd and family situation,
cnild rearing, buving behavior, leisure time activities, occupationally
related issues, aspiratiéns, mobility and inconsistency in status,
impulse expression, and politics and religion,

d. Those that concerned relevant controls and descriptive char-
acteristics of the respondent (e.g., social desirability response style,

household type).

=

" The 124 basic qucstions and ratings used to measure the four sets

I

of variables were adapted wherever possible from those used in previous
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research. A copy of the questionnaire appears in the appendix; a
list!hg of the sources of the questions and ratings'is given in Table A-1

in the append. . . )

The length of the intarview is reported in Table 22 for the two

samples. The median was 101.6 minutes for whites and 94.3 for blacks.

Ingert Table 22 about here

Other Data Sources ) .

Varjables were also secured from other sources of data: area and

home ratings made by listers during the sémpling process, characteristics
of the interview ard interviewer reported in field recor¢s, and census
tract statistics from the 1960 cemsus (U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1962b,

Tables H-1 and H-Z).? -

Editing and Coding

A 90-page éditing manual and a 137-page coding manual were prepared
for coding fsg variab}gs from the questionnaire and the other sources.6
Both manuals covered general principies as wéll as specifié instructions
for particular quéstions and ratings. The‘editing ganual desacribed pro-
cessing of the questionnaire prior to coding (a) to eliminate incorrect
information by gﬁanging responses to make them consistent with cthers
as well as w%th the in;erviewers‘ instructions and (b) to simplify the

coding by totaling separate responses or converting different ones to

. [

the)same basis. The coding manual delineated the translation of
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. Information from the questionnaire and other material into numerical

gcales and qualitative categories.

7

The codes were adapted wherever possible from those used in other

research. In instances where new ones were needed for open ended

.

, questions, the codeg were developed, in part, from answers.on the
intervievers' practice questionnaires., Some of the codes for open
ended questions were subsequently revised on the basis of answers
encountered in pfocessing the actual questionnaires.

. Prior éo editing and coding, photographic copies were made of all o
' of the quesgions and ratings on the questionnaires that might directlv
indicate the respondent's réce or his or ber level on the basic social ‘
stratification dimensions of social status, eéonomic position,onwer,
and class consciousness.7 These responses were then deleted. The
copies served as supplementary questionnaires and were séparately‘
edited and coded. The original questionnaires were randomly divided .
into batches of 25 to be edited and coded together, with the constraint
that every set contained the same:pro;ortion of white and black ones.
The supplementary questionnaires were also divided into batches with
‘exactly the same composition as those for the original ones,

The editing and coding were done in separate stages, all of the
editing being exetuted first, Both kinds of work were carried out by
the same people, 16 men and women, all of whom had attended céllege.

The initial editing training consisted of a one-day session covering

the background of the study, general procedures for processing the

questionnéires, andgmain principles of editing. The editors then filled
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out a blank questionnairg,,studied the general inmstructions in the
éditing manual, read the ;pecific material for the first section of
" questions and ratings assigned to theg?'énd edited several of the
interviewers' ptactice-questiOnnaires.~ The assignment was discussed
by aiﬁupervisor and the eéitors in a group. The editing of these
questionnaifes was then individually veviewed by the supervisor, and
Qny problems wei? discussed.

Editing~of the\actual ?uestionnaites Ehen_began. A sample cf five
or more from each editor's firat batch wa; teviéwed by ; supervisor )
and discusggd with thé,person before he or shg did any further worff
Tﬁe editor then made any'corrections that were needed.‘ Samples of each
shbséquent batch wep; also inspected and discussed, coréections being
made where necessarfp This entire procéhs was repegted for each new
set ;f questions and ratings that was assigned to the editors.

’ Changes needed in tpe editing m;nual becaugse of ambiguities or )
unanticipated situations were made immediately,- and the editors‘
involved were asked to m;ke any necessary r;viaions in the queationnaires
alread& processed. | ‘

Editors were assigned to three- or fOur-betson teams, each group
working on the same section of éuestions and ratings. Mofe than ona
team usually did the same section of the basic questionnaires. When a
set of questions and ratings was completed, the E‘.h was then assigned
to a new one. Every section of the supplementar; questionnaires was

assigned to the same team—-with a few minor exceptions, these individuals
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did not edit any sections of the‘basic questionnaires aftekiii%& began
working on the supplementary ones. Each section of every questionnaire
was independently edited by at least two‘people, au& some especialiy
difficult sets of questions and ratings were processed by thraee or four.

Instances where an editor disagreed with the previous editing were

reconciled by a supervisor.

The coding was carried out similarly. An initial one-day training

! .
session took place at which basic procedures and principles were --

discussed. . The coders then read the general inst%uctions in the manual

as well as the specific é?Setial for the first set of questions and

Lo - -

rEtings that they were assigned to process and coded several practice

questionnaires. When open ended questioﬂs were involved, other than

those-concerning occupation, cqders were given additiopgl‘answeré from

*

the practice questionnaires to code.8 ‘All of the coding was reviewed
by a supervisor in a group ;ession as well.as indi.1idually.

Foliowiqg tﬁis training, coding the actual questionna;res began.
The work on five or more questionnaires in each person's first Ba;ch
was checked by a supervisor and discussed with the coder, and any
corrections were made. Samples from all subsequent batches were
reviewed and corrected in the same way. And this whole procaess was
repeated for e;ery set of questions and ratings that’was subsequently
asgigned.

Changes in codes resulting frog:adbiguities, unanticipated
situations, and "Other" answer categories were made as soon as possible;

the coders involved were asked to redo any questioppaires that had

already been processed.9 s

26

-+

e
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Coders worked in two- to four-person teams, each group processing
the same set of questions and ratings. f;\hgneral, more than one team
worked on the same section of the basic questionnaires. When a section
was completed; the team was assigned Eo a new one. All of the sections
of the supplementary questionnairec were coded by the same team, and
this group did not do any work on the basic qu;stionnaires. Each
section o! every questionnaire was coded independently by two coders,

A preliminary comparison was made by hand of the two sets of coded
scotes for- each variable, and disagreements' were identified. Disagree-
ments were independently coded by people who had worked on the questions
or ratings‘invol;ed, but had not processeé the particular ques' ‘onnaires.
In all, 93.4% (1,856) of the 1,988 disagreements for whites and 90,8%
(1,327) of the 1,461 for bla?ks were coded by a third person. Tge

»

remainder were not coded because they hdad been overlooked when the scores

were compared, the third person did the wrong variable, cor no one was

available to do thg new work.

Reconciling Coder Disagreements

All of the corresponding scores for tfle two sets of coders were
subsequently compared by computer, and any discfepaneles were reconciled,
When one of the diacrepant scoreg, agreed with the third, it was used.

. .

When neithet agreed with the third or the latter waa not available, a

¢. e of Not Ascertained was assigned.

o
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’3 <The pé‘centage_of disagreements‘between coders for each variable in _ ’ .
the two samples was computed together with the corredponding intraclass
correlation between the two sets of cpdé;s' scores. Aii scores, whether '
subst§ntive‘or procedural (e.g., Not Ascertained, Don't Know, and s
Inapplicable), were considered in counting disagreements, but the latter
were excluded in computing correlations. Hence, responéents who had
been assigned such scores on a vari&ﬁle by one or both coders were omitted’
in its cor;elationalranalysis. This correlational anélysis was also
%e;trictéd to variables that represented ordinal or interval sca?®is;
nominal variables, such as census (ﬁ. S, Bureau of the Cenus, 1960)
occupation and industry codes, were excluded. ‘
The percentage of disagreements for the variables ranged from 0.0%
to 24.4% for whites and 0.0% to 19.4% for blacks. Ten percent or more
disagreements occurred for 16 variables in the white sample and 11 fn the
black, all of .the latter 11 being among the 16 white variables. Virtually
all of the 16 involved Hollingshead (1957), Warner et al., or census
codes for occupation questions.
The intraclass correlations for the variables ranged from .CJO to 1.00
in each sample. Excluding those that had no variation or were based on

3 or fewer respondents, 35 variables for whites and 37 for blacks had

correlations under .80, 17 being common to the two samples. The variables

with low correlations involved a wide variety Jf open ended questions.

/ .




Editing Reconciled Codes ' ‘

-

The reconciled scores wegp-edited to produce a master 8gte Scores
were changed to Not Ascertained or Inapplicablg if they (a) were
incbnsistent with related variables{ on the basis of rules in the ;di;ing
" and_ coding manuals or on logiéal grounds; or (b) represented nonexistent
values for a variable. Nearly all of the discrepa;cies involved incon-

-

" sistent scores, most of which resulted from the process of reconciling
coder disagreements.  The percentage of discrephncies for each variable,
based on the number cf changed scores, was Eomputed in the two samples.

The percentages rarfg€d from 0.0% to 9.8% for whites and 0.0% to 7.8% for

blacks.

Derivation of New Variables *

A total of 605 new variables were developed from ihe basic coded
ones in order to describe sample characteristics, for tlie main statistical
analysis,.or for possible use in subsequent research.lo As in the case
of the basic variables, the new ones were mbdeled. wherever possible,
after those used in previous studies. The variables ware developed in
two stages: (3) an initial set of 509 were obtained; and (b) 96 additional
were secured, nniﬂly on the bajis of analysaes of the first set. The
latter work was done erarately for the two samples; the emphasis
throughout was on identifying or deriving variables that functioned

5
similarly in both. This effort consisted of (a) small factor analyses

tn combine variables into scales and, in cases where matching factors

+

0,

~
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were not cbtained, select variables with high communalities in each
sample; and (b) analyses of frequency distributions to choose variables
with high endorsement frequencies in instances where insufficient
variables were available for factor analysis, construct indexes, and
determine appropriate codes (e.g., correspondini to percentiles or
score intervals),
Scores on the new variables were obtained from the master scores \\
for use in the main analysis. 1In addition, the new scé;es were derived’
from (a) the original scores for the two sets of coders in order to |

evaluate coder disagreement and (b) the reconciled scores for the

purpose of assessing editing discrepancies. ) : 1
|
|

Psvchometric Properties of New Variables and Selection of Variables

The number of substantive scores, percentage of coder disagreements,
intraclass correlation between the scores for the two sets of coders,
and percentage of editing discrepancies were computed for each new
variable in the two samples: Internal-consistency reliabiligy, assessed
by coefficient alpha, was also ubtained for the variables where it
could be estimated.

Three broad groups of variable; were gelected from a larger pre-
liminary set for use in the study: (a) 11 solely describing the sample;
(b) 59 in the basic factofgnnalysis-@te;rese;ting major theoretical

. . - e .
dimensions as well as indexes of social stratification; and (c) 85 in

the supplementary analysis—-primarily reflecting correlates of strati-

ficatii n and control variables, but including a few applicahle only to
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one race as well as some tapping major dimensions together with several indexes
that had marginal ps;chometric characteristics ér were dependent on others
in the basic analysis. The supplementary analysis was designed to esti-
mate indirectly the composition of the 85 variables in‘terms of the :
factors identified in the basic analysis. It was not feas;ble to include
the basic and supplementary variables in the same analysis, mainly because
of their large number and heterogeneity, but also because of the dependenée
between the two sets of variables. T

All of the variables were selected for their theoretical and empirical
relevance. In the case of those for which alternative versions existed,
the choice was based on variation in score distributions, number of
respondents with substantive sceores, and use of thé variants in previous
research. In addition, the selection of variables for the basic analysis-
was guided by the\gsychometric and depeﬁdence data described below, the )
focus geing on iden;ifying for possible rejection variables that were
iﬂ;dequate in both samples. The final choice we%ghed these considerations

along with the variables® -potential importance. - °

Number of respondents with substantive scores., Ten variables were

based on a relatively small number (< 902) of substantive scores in
both samples: Own Occupation (197 for whites, 183 for blacks), Main
Support's Occupation (194, 172), Main Suppért's Education (163, 146),
Source of Income (187, 150), Number of Employees Supervised (191, 171),
Believes That There Are Two or More Social Classes (180, 169), Housing
Expenditures (188, 149), Rent--Actual or Estimated (194, 170), Centeré'

Conservatism-Radicalism scale (124, 161), and Chapin's (1935) Social




~-29-

Status scale--original weights (50, 83). The last two variables were
shifted to the supplementary analysis because of their unusually small
numbers as well as their secondary importance.

Percentage of coder disagreements and intraclass correlation between

scores for coders. Four varidbles had conmsistently high percentages

(> 10%) of coder disagreements in both samples: Own Occupation (21.8%
for whites, 13.1% for blacks), Main Suppért's Occupation (14.7%, 15.0%),
Friend's Occupation (29592, 16.5%), and Number of Spare Time Agt’vities
(20.0%, 13.12). No variables had consistently low (< .80) intraclass
correlations in bothiﬁiég}es between scores for coders. Jointly con-
sldering the two kinds ofidata. all of the variables were retained. ... .

Percentage of editing discrepancies. None of the variables had a

high percentage (> 10Z) of editing discrepancies in either sampla.

-- Internal-congistency reliability. Relilability was congistently low

A

(< .80) in"the two samples’for all of the variables on which thig infor-

mation was available: Number of Organizatioﬁ Memberships (.15 for whites,
.13 for blacks), Poss ssioné/?:67, +68), Number of Spare Time Activities
(-.58, ~.70), Centers'\Conservatism-Radicalism scale (.50, .34), and
Chapin's Social Status sjcale-—-original weights (.57, .70). The last two
variables had already b¢en shifted to the supplementary analysis, because
they were based on a’s 11 number of scores; the others were retained

;ue to their importance.,

Algebraic and experimental independence. Two pairs of variables

were algebraically dependent (i.e., one variable was a component of the
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other): Number of Organization Memberships vs. Belongs to a Union, and
Housing Expenditures vs. Rent--Actual or Estimated. Number of Organiza-
tion Memberships and Belongs to a Union had a product-moment correlation
of only .12 for w%ites and .16 for blacks. Housins'Expenditures and
Rent--Actual or Estimated were only dependent for those who rent. Such
respondents represented a small portion'of the white sample (37 o; 205
with usable data), but a large part of the black (105 of 176 with data).
However, the correlation between the two variables in the black subgroup
of homeowners (N = 53 with data), where no dependence existed, was .39,
roughly similar to the correlation of .53 for the entife black sample

(N = 149 with data). Ali four variables were retained in view of the
minimal dependence involved.

One pair of variables were experimentally dépendent (i.e., two or
more variables being based on the same question or'rating, or the same
rating made by different rateré): Own Occupation and Own Occuﬁation--
Centers' power. The two, which correlated .39 for whites and .26 for
blacks, were retained because of their moderate dependence as well as
their importance. -

All of the basic variables in the study, their sourc;s, and the
questions, ratings, or other material on which they are based appaar
in Table 23; the corresponding 1pformation for ;he supplementary

variables is given in Table 24. The number of substantive scores,

percentage of coder disagreements, intraclass correlation between the

scores for the two sets of coders, and percentage of editing discrepancies
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appear in Table 25 for the basic variables in the two samples; the
statistics for the supplementary variables are shown in Table 26. The
reliability in each sample of the basié and supplementary variables, S
where these data ar: available, is reported in Tables:}7 and 28,

respectively. .

Insert Tables 23 to 28 about here

=

Statistical Analysis : €

_Factbr analysis. The factor analyses were carried out separately

for the vhite and black samples. Product-moment correlations were
computed between the entire set of basiq and supplementary variabies,
the number of respondents on which each'correiat;oﬁ was based‘varying
becausei?f missing data. A first-order factor analysis, using the

>

principal axis method, was carried out on the 59 x 59 correlation matrix
for the gasic variables. The number of factors was determined by two
Joint criteria: (a) the latent foots greater than one in an initial
fac;or analysis, employing unity as the diagonal value for each variable;
and (b) discontinuities in the distribution of roots in another pre-
liminary factor analysis, using as the diagonal value éor each variable
its sﬁuared multip{g_correlation with the others, The factor analysis
Qas completed with iterated communalities, using the squared multiple .
correlations as initial estimates. In tﬁe event that the criteria for

the number of factors disagreed, the factor analysis was completed for

both solutions and the one chosen in which the standard deviation of its

34
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residual correlations was closest to that of a population correlation

of zero (McNemar, 1942). Factors were rotated to oblique simple structure
by the promax procedure (Hendrickson & White, 1964), using powers of 2

and 4. The rotation was selected that yielded the highest hyperplane
count--the number of loadings (i.e., correlations with reference vectors)
of < .10 (Cattell, 1952). Loadings of the-supplementary variables on the
factors were estimated by extension methods (Dw;ar, 1937).

A second-order factor analysis was conducted with the correlation
matrix foy the rotated factors obtainea at the first-order fevel, uéiné
the same procedures employed in that analysis. And, in turm, a third-
order analysis was carried out with the second-order factors, again
employing the same procedures. The loadings of the basic and supple-
mentary \'rarigbles on the second- and third-ordér factors were estimated ’
by the Cattell-White procedure (Catteli, 1965).

The correspondence béiigkp the first-order fact;rs in the two
samples was evaluated from th; I?adinga of the basic variables, using
the coefficient of congruence and Visﬁélrfﬁi%%étion.: The similarity
between higher order f;ctors, because of the small matriceg involved,
was appraised solely by inspection of the loadings of the lower order

factors on the higher order ones.

Cluster analyses. The cluster analysis was done in the white sample ¥

for the six variables with salient loadings (> .30) on the first-order social

status factor. Scores on these variables were ‘transformed to T scores, and
!

Dzs (Cronbach & Gleser, 1953) were computed between the respondents’

o
(9]
\
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profiles, the Dzs being adjusted for missing data by prorating on the
'basis of available scores. The 225 x 225 D2 matrix was sep;rately
analyzed by two clustering grocedures: Carlson's (1972) and§Watd's
(1963). cCarlson's is dir;ctly based on the principle that every member
of a cluster should be more like the others in it than like anyone
else, Both the number and size of clusters is unréstricted, being
determined solely by the data, and every individual is not necessaril;
placed in one of them. Ward's entails a hierarchical approach, ;ach
individual initially regresenqing a separate cluster, and these, in turn,
being combined at various levels, until one cluster encompassing the
entire sample is formed: The optimal number of clusters can be identi-
fied by examining discontinuities in the objective function, reflecting
within group variation, for each successive level of the combining
6roéess (Rogers & Linden, 19}3).

The significance of the clusters obtained by each procedure was
evaluateq bv (a) onhe-way and multivariate analysés of variance of%the shx
social status variables, in T score form; and (b) one-way analvsis of
variance of the social status. factor sc;re. The scores on the factor were
obtained by the complete estimation method‘and transformed to T scores
(Harman, 1967). 1In the multivariate analyses, which were adjusted for
missing data, lambda statistics (Wilks, 1932) were computed, and their

significance was evaluated by an approximate F ratio (Rao, 1952). In

addition, mean factor scores for the ciusters'were inspected visually, ,

i
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s The correspondence between the clusters~obtained with the two pro-

" cedures was assessed by computing Dzs b :ween the clusters' mean profiles
on the six variables (T score form). The overlap among respondents 11
the matcbiﬁs clusters identified in this way was assessed Sy conputing
unweighted kappa coefficients (Cohen, 1960; Fleiss, Cohen, & Everitt,

1969) .

Results and Discussion

First—-Order Factors11

Eighteen first-order faétors were identified for the white sample

_and 19 for the black. These factors, after itatation,'accounted for

53.8%7 of the total variance for whites and‘Sé.éz for blacks. The per-
centage of v;tiance ;ssociaged with each factor in the two samplegg
appears in Table 29. These percentages for whites rénged from 18.9%

" for Factor I to .9% for Factor XVIII; for blacks, they went from 13.4%

for Factor.I to .9% for Factor XIX.

Ingert Table 29 about here

The correlations between the rotated factors in each sample are
e W
shown in Table 30. The correlations were generally moderate, ranging

for whites from .67 to -.40, with a median absolute correlation of .17,

anu for blacks from .53 to -.55, with a median of .18. 1

Insert Table 30 about hgre




-35-

The rotated factor loadings and the communalities of the basic
variables in ea;h sample are reported in Tables 31 and 32. The

estimated loadings and communalities of the supplementary variables .

are given in Tables 33 and 34, Thirteen white and 15 black factors
were interpretable from the loadings for both the basic and

supplementary vgiiibles. :
¥ 3

Insert Tables 31 to 34 about here -

-

Five white and six black factors matched fone white factor

corresponded to two black factors). The matches involved the six

.

highest coaefficients of congruence, ranging.from .38 to .73, And all
of the factors were interpretable ‘ones. The matching fac .ors were
white I and black LI, white II and black I as well as black III, white

IV and black VI, white VIII and.blacﬁ VIII, and white XII' and blac? )

The salient loadings (> .30) of the basic and supple;nn:h%y vari-
ables on the interpretable factors are listed below. In thead‘listingffh
the basic variables apééar before_;h;’buppiementary ones, agd any of the
latter that were ngeb:aically or experimentally dependent on the former -
are shown.in parentheses. The five matching faétors are presented

first, fo}lowed by the othera--eighs for whites and nine for blacks.

’




-36-

]

Matching white and black factors.

Matching: White I, Black II

White Black

1 11
Interviewer's rating of grammar .55 ;65
Interviewer's rating of intelligence A9 . .5%
Interviewet's‘rating of social class .37 . .32
Own education--years ) . »35 ..43 ' ,
Friend's occupation--Duncan 46 -
Own Occupation—-Duncan . YL - ‘ ;gf
(Intetgénetation educational mobility) 34 .33
(Blau.and Duncan's Intergeneration ' }
Occupational Mobility Score: 42 - — ;
Interviewer'g rating of frankness - .42 .
(Hollingshead's Two Factor Index of o
Social Position) W41 ‘ -—
Preferred job for self--Duncan . 40 \\ --
Educatienal aspirations for self--yedrs - .30 ~

—y

1‘1; telati§e1y broad matching factor, defined by variables derived
from interviewers' ratings as‘we%} as respondénts’ tepotfs,‘ohviously
represents social status. Interestingly, this factor was not loaded by
variables based on respondents' direct reports of their ;Bcial status--
Self-report of Comparative Social Standing or Centers'. (15%9) Class

Identification measure. A striking Jifference between the samples is

that Own Occupation and Friend's Occupation did not appear on this factor
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* for blacks, although consistent with previbus results, they did for -

¢ vhites. This matching factor is very similar to one foend in all of

the prev}ous 1nvestigacions.

Matching: White II, Black I and I1J

: Vhite 3lack .
II I III
Interviewer 8 rating of dwelling oo !
area ) ' ) .61 .69 - Y
Self-report of comparative neighborhood ° " L
quality i .59 .63, - e
* Census:' Median house value for census '
tract .52 R .82
Census: -Median rent for census tract ' A4l - 48 .
: Interviewer's rating of house trpe . 35 © .67 ==
Census: Percent deterioraiing and
.. *dilapidated housing for census tract -.40 -  ~.64
. ] 7
Interviewer's rating of social ‘%lass - .36 - '
. ' (Lister's rating of dwelling area) ' YA 47 -
(Lister's rating of house type) .39 . .45 -
(Warner et al.'s Index of Status . ,
3 . Chatacteristics) . . - .64 - ' -
) Interviewer's Tatiﬁg of byilding ) N . ?
) condition R oL - . «45 - )
Chapin's Social Status scale——original L : . ) o
weights C .34 - -
Neighbor's oécupation-—Duncan & «31 B ~
Pl *




-38-

This matching factor clearly involves residenc~. It 1is especially

interesting that the single factor for whites, encompassing all of the

sources of variables in this study--interviewers' and listers' ratings,

respondentg' reports, and census information, splits inte two for blarks,

one for the ratings and reports, the other for the census data. The

pailr correlated .43. This matching factor is highly similar to one

identified in all of the earlier studies.

Matching: White IV, Black VI

. White Black
I VI
Number of organization memberships .67 .70
Number of organizations that take
.tands on public issues .55 .61
Numher of leaderchip positions in
organizations .59 -
Family savings N - <32
" Attendance at organization meetings 47 .36
Date of iﬁterview;- - <34
- “
Chzpin's Social Status scale-
original weights - - <34
- " 'f} - -
(Spare time activities: Active sports
; - .31

and récreation)

This refhtively specifié matching factor

taps organization activiiy.




\

Matching: White VIII, ‘Black VIII

black one, encompassing only activity.

factor's black counterpart.

White Black

Vi VIII VIII

Takes active part in lccal issues .70 .72

Had contact with officials or

politicans about something he/she

wanted .46 .30

. e
" People ask for his/her opinions -- .38

Decision maker in community affairs - .30

(Number of all contacts with officials

or politicians) .61 .41

(Number of successful contacts with

officials or politicians) .33 -

Chapin's Social Status scale--Guttman

weights ) -.31 -

This matching factor seems to be an amalgam of political activity

;nd efficacy. The white version of this factor 1is narrower than the

Political efficacy for whites
1s represeated by another factor {XiI) that did not correla:e (r = ,18)
with the present factor's white form or match (cqefficient = .34) this
It is also noteworthy tha* Self-report of

Comparative Influence and Power did not load this matching factor.



Matching: White XII, Black X

White Black
XII X

Main support's education--years .53 .73
Main support's occupation--Duncan .52 .45
(Blau and Duncan's Intergeneration
Occupational Mobility score) -.66 -.52
(Intergeneration educagional mobility) -.73 -.69
Centers' Conservatism-Radicalism scale--
revised - - .33

This matching factor clearly reflects the social status of the

respondent's main support (i.e., father, mother, or surrogate) during
-
childhood. Contrary to the situation involving the matching factor
. , .
for respondeng's social status, the pertinent occupation vgriable--

Main Support's Occupation--defined the present factor for blacks as

well as whites. A highly similar factor was found by Artz et al. (1971).
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Other white factors. '
Factor III
Sex 1is male s o5
Persons per room ’ .46

Self-report of comparative income and

wealth ’ . L ¥ .37

Possessions ‘ .34

Own income--in 1,000's T .32

Marital status--married .74

Currently emploved full time .52 ‘
¢ (Number in nuclear family in home) .46

(Number in total family in home) .46

(Number of persons in home) .45

(Own or family income--in 1,000's) .37

Intrageneration income mobility .33

Current or last job: Length of time

employed . .32

Activities in past week: Worked on car .32

Broken family -.31

Age at first job -.36
=

Chapin's Social Status scale--original
vaights -.39

Factor III seems to involve the intactness of the family, rather
than sex, per se. Sex is Male indirectly reflects intactness because

of the designation of men as respondents in households where both a
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husband and wife were present. This intactness interpretation ig also

supported by the loadings for Marital Status and Broken Famiiy. It is
noteworthy that several key income variables——Self-repoft of Comparative
Income and Wealth, Own Income, and Own or Family-Income--appeared on this

factor, although their loadings were relatively low.

Factor V .
~,
Age--years .56 N
Farily savings <54
Owner vs. renter of home .37 ." .
Current or last job: Length of time ) .t
employed .53 -
Length of time in Toledo .36
Voting frequency in electiomns .31
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability
scaleﬁkrevised .31
! : ’ :
Intrageneration income mobility -.30
Expected changes in future income -.33

This factor appears to be age, in view of the defining loading
for Age and the loadings for other age related variables--Current or

Last Job: Length of Time Employed and Length of Time in Toledo.




Factor VI
Extent of success in life

Self-report of compa.u.tive social
standing

Number cf timcs unemployed

Current or last job: Chances of
advancement

Number of jobs held -.37

.

.

Factor VI obviously taps occupational success.

Factor VII .
Family debts ‘ .58
Housing expenditures TL42

* Food expenditures .35

R R
Broken family .35
(Number. of rooms in home) : .32

p'
Chapin's Social Status scale--Guttman

weights -.43

CRapin's Social Status scale--original
weights -.49

»

This factor seems to involve household expenses. 4n alternative

interpretation‘as a level of living factor is inconsiatent with the,
r

negative loadings for Chapin's (1935) Social Status scale (original

and Guttman, 1942, weights), which sheuld reflect this characteristic.
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Factor IX .

Owﬂ~gécupation—-0enters' power .51

Personal vs. ir.personal factors in
getting ahead on a job . .40

Source of income .34

Current or last job: Self-employed vs.
works for someone else 54

Chapin's Social Status scale-—Guttman
weights .40
fFacto* IX represents being self-employed, a characteristic shared
by three disparate variables loading this factor: Own Occupation——
Centers' power, Source of Income, and Current or Last Job: Self-employed

vs. Works for Someone Else.

Factor X ‘
Protestant religious preference .62
Reputlican political party‘pfeference .41 .
Congenial vs. economic considerations ‘
in choosing a job: N .35

_Own nationality--Lenski .31

(Spare time activities: Active sports
and recreation) ) ~-.34

»

Chapin's Social Status scale--original -
weights . -.43

-~ :

This factor seems to be majority group membership,. judging from

2

the loadings for Protestant Religious Preference, Republican Political

. Party Preference, and Own Nationality (Ie-nski, 1954, scoring). (Another

\
-

] 47
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version of the latter variable, based on Rossi scorina.lz did not
appear on the factor.) An alternative interpretation of Factor X as
conservatism is inconsistent with the absence of Centers' Conservatism-~
Radicalism scale. A majority group mdmbership factor, defined by a

race or ethnic group variable, was found by Artz et al.

Factor XI

Thinks public officials care about

-
him/her ‘ . . .51 -
Decision maker in community” affairs .33
Says workers like unions, and ///
businessmen do not ~—ete -. 34

(Number of all contacts with officials

_or politicians) o .33
Chapin's Social Status scale--Gyktman
weights o -.41

Factor X1 taps political efficacy. -

v -

» Factor XV
Anomie .52 _
Number of spare time activities .37

_\

(Spare time aqtilities: Radio and . .
television) e .31

¥

-
Vs

Chapin's Social Status scale--original
weights -.46

This gactor seems to reflect alienation.
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Other black factors.

Factor 1V

Self-refort of comparative socilal
standing .71

Self-report of comparative influence
and power .62

Self-report of comparative income and
wealth .38

*

Weberian dimensions and the only black factor loaded by these variables,
probably represents method variance. This factor can alﬁo be viewea
substantively as a global dimemsion of stratification, but the ubiquity
of method factors, even in the absence of a white one in this study,
suggests that the girst interpretation is more apt to be correct. The
possibilitx‘ihat Factor IV simply represents distor;ion is ruled out

by the absence of any loading for the Marlowe-Crowne (Crowne & Marlowe,

None

Factor IV, consisting solely of self-reports concerning the three

|

1960) Social Desirability scale.

Factor V
Persons per room .74
Food expenditures .64
(Number of persons in home) .86
(Number in total fa;;ly in home) .85
(Number in nuclear family in hor.) .82

Chapin's Social Status scale--Guttman
weights X -.34
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This factor appears to refleet household size, rather than crowded-
ness, judging from the substa..cial loading for Food Expenditures as well
as the lower loading for Persons per Room than Number of -Persons in Home

(used in deriving Persons per Room) and two other size variables--Number )

in Total Family:in Home and Number in Nuclear Family in Home.

Factor VII

|

Séﬁrce of income .75
Own income--in 1,000's .33 . |
Thinks public officials care about ]
hm/her . P; -.31 1
: ; P 1
Current or last job: Self-employed vs. ' 7 1
works for someone else .33 f

Current or last job: Length of time
employed «32

Broken family ‘ -.35

Factor VII involves the nature of the rq!pondent's income, mainly
whether it is salary, commissionq.innd wages vs. welfare, unemployment
compensation, and illegal income--the cwonmajor éategories for Source

" of Income in this sample (121 of the 150 reporting were in the former

and 22 in the latter).




Factor IX v

Rent--actual or estimated © .69
Owner vs. renter of home .56
Housing expenditures .39
(Number of rooms) .50

Interviewer's rating of building type--

private home .37

This factor seems to tap amount of housing, rntﬁer than its quality,
for the variables that explicitly ésncern the latter--Interviewer's
Rating of House Type, Lister's Rating of House Tvpe, and Interviewer's
Rating of Building Condition--appeared on the matching residence factor.
It is 1nterestigg that Factor IX only correlatedl.30 with the most
pertinent of the matching residence factors for blacks, Factor I, which

-was defined by self-reports and ratings.

Factor XI

Number of officials or politicians

he/she has met . .69 -
Family debts . .33
Republicarn political party preference .33

Own occupation--Centers' power < .30

None ' ‘e

The- meaning of this factor is not entirely clear, but it appears
to concern possession of power in bpth the political and occupational
sense. Factor XI did not correlate (r = .15) with the blacﬁ version

of the matching political activity and efficacy factor or match

(coefficient = ,17) the white counterpart.

51




Factor XI1I1

Authoritariauism .58

Protesta it religious preference .37

Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability
scale--revised B .33

Factor XI1 probably taps basic conservative ideology, despite the

absence of loadings for Centers' Conservatism-Radicalism scale or

4
Republican Political Party Preference.
|
|
|

4

Factor XIII ‘
i
Number of employees supervised .79

Number of leadership positions ia
organizations .32

None .

This factor reflects leadership in both occupational and organizational

spheres.
Factor XIV )
Congenial vs. economic cdonsiderations
in choosing a job .49 ;
Own occupation--Duncan .34 .
— ;)
(Warner et al.'s Index of Status
Characteristics) . 45
(Hollingshead's Two Factor Index of
Social Positipm)y= . .39
Interviewer: Age W32 _ _ _ R
.
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Factor XIV, the only black one loadad by Own Occupation, involves

occupational orientation.

.‘ —

Factor XV
. Believes there are two or more social
- classes .60
: . Y Thinks of self as being in a é;cial )
. class a9

Current or lasi jnob: Self-employed vs.
works for someone else ) -.31

Factor XV clearly measures class consciousness.

’ 13
Second-0Order Factors

Six sec?nd-orderl;;ctors were identifie; for the white sample
and five for the black. The factors, after iteration, accounted for
50.4% of the variance for whites ard 44.7% for blacks. The percentage
of variance associgted with each factor in~:ﬁe\t;o samples appears in
Table 35. The percentages for whites ranged from 21.9% for Factor I to

3.4% for Factor VI, and for biacks from 19,3% for Factor I to 3.6% for

Factor V. -

Insert Table 35 about he{e
‘ =

The correlations between the rotated fact]rs in the two samplas

are reported in Table 36. The correlations we
!

e generally moderate,

going from .43 to -.13, with an absolute median of .26, for whites,

and from .51 to -.0l, with a median of .32, for blacks.

4 : ~ - ~Insert Table 36 about here
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The rotated factor loadings and the communalities in each sample -

are shown in Table 37. Three white and four blackc%actors were inter- f
Vel

o
pretable. None of the factors matched, apart from some similarity
N . t

between white III and black III.

Insert Table 37 about here

The estimated 1oading# of the basic variables on the sacond-order
factors in the two samples a;e reporie#rzh Tableg A-2 and A-3 in the
appendix; the loadings of the suppleﬁentafy variables‘aig given in
Tables A-4 and A-:§n the appen&ix. These results were not readily
Interpretable because of excessive overlap among the factors. In 8 of
the 15 possible pairs of white fac;ors and 6 of the 10 pairs of black
ones, at least half of the basic variables with sa}ient loadings on one
factor also loaded ‘he other (e.g., 7 of the 8 variables on white Ii

~

were f:mona to white I).

~.

The salient loadings of the first-order factors ~1 the interpretable
second-order factors are listed below, the white results being -presented

first.

. * i

, White factors.

Factor I <
XV. Alienation .64
II. Residence . 42 .
IX. Self-employed .35 )
X. Majority group membership -.43

Factor I may be minority group economic achievement, despite the high

loading for Alienation.

¥
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This factor seems to tap liberal or radical political ideology.

Factor III
XVI. Uninterpretable :53
Iv. Organization activity .47
XI. Political efficacy .44
III. 1Intactness of family 42
VIII. Political activity and efficacy . )
This factor appears to be political power.
Factor IV
VI. Occupational, succewss .60
V. Age .41
IX. Self-employed .38
XI. Political efficacy .36
Factor IV involves e;odonic success.
Black factors.
Factor I
V. Household size .67
XV. Class consclousness .60
XIX. Uninterpretable .58
XII. Conservative ideology ' ‘ -.58

[



XVIII.
VIT.

v XII.

t

XVII.
VI.
VIII.

Tﬁis

>
Factor 1V
IIT,

I.

Factor 71

1I.

Uninterpretable

Nature of income
Conservative ideology
Method vgriance

Class consciousness

Social status

Uninterpretable

7 Bactoy II appears to reflect conservative economic ideplogy.

1

Factor IL__

Uninterpret~hle-
Organizatio: activity

Social status

Political activity and efficacy

-.35 - /

~-.56

-

45

.32

factor seems to be an amalgam of social status and power.

<

Residence--censu

Residence—reports and ratings

Third-Order Facporslb

- L4

.79

.31

Factor IV clearly involves residence.

rd

Two thirq;grder factors were identified in each sample, representing,

after iteration, 41.0% of the variance for whites and 45.9% for blacks.

The percencage of variance represented ty each factor was 30.2% and 10,82

®

for whites and 33.6% and 12.3% for blacks; the factors correlated ,07 and

.25, respectively,




~54- .

I 4

The rotated factor loadings and the communalities in each sample are

[y

reported in Table 38. One white and both black factors were interpretable.

None o. the factors matched.

—— [ »

. " Insert (Sble 38 about here

, Y 3
The estimated loadings of the basic variables on the third-order

" factors in each sample are given in Tables A-2 and A-3 in the appendix;

tu. loalings of the suppleméntary variables are in Tables A-4 and A-5 in
the appendix. These results were not easily interpretable.

The salient loadings of the second-order factors on the interpretable

third-order factors are listed below, the white factor coming first.

White faéggg.

Factor 1
;) I. Minor{;y group economic achievement .74“ .
V. Uninterpretable .60
IV. "Economic success : .+39 d
"1I. Uninterpretable .52 .
III. Political power _ .51 .

This factor may reflect economic and political influence.
Y .

Black factors.

Black I «

I. Liberal or radical political 1deology .63

IV. Res!dence .99

V. TUninterpretable .48
~

III. Social status and power .46

(WM
-ly
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Factor I appears to tap a combination of general status and liberal

political orientation.

Black II . ' /f/,

II. Conservative economic ideology Y
III. Social status and power .38

This factor seems to involve mainly a conservative economic orientation.

¢ . »

15

Clusters

Carlson analysis. Thirty-seven clusters of respondents sere®denti- |

fied by the Carlson procedure. The clusters ranged in size from 2 to 13,
the median bein% 4, and contained 201 of the 225 respondents. Table 39
reports for each cluster the number of respondents together with the means

“and standard deviations for .the six soctal status variables (transformed ) .o
' ( -

to T scores) and the corresporiding factor score. The factor score means

for the clusters are also portrayizsj: Figure 1. This figdré indicates

that the cluster meauns were relati¥ely close to each other and spanned

7 .

virtually che entive score continuum, ranging from 26.00 to 68.60 .

o3 -
- ——— —

Insext Table 39 and Figure 1 about here

- Ll .

-
t

The degrees of freedom, mean squares, and F ratios for the one-way

1 ]
analyses of variance of each of the variables and the factor score appear

in Table 40. In each analysis, the F ratio was significant (p ) .01).
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¢ Insert Table 40 aboq} here

The lambda statistic, as well as its corresponding F ratio and
degrees of freedom, for the multi&ariate analysis of variance of the
combiried set of six variables is given in Table 41. Lambda was

significant (p-< .0l1).

Insert Table 41 about here

Table %% reports, for the nine clusters contaianing ning'or more
respondents, the raw .score means for the six variables and éﬁe;
substantive meaning of4fhese statistics. Tﬁe mean factor scores are
aiso given in this téble. The clusters' mean factor scores ranged
from 40.00 to 66.55, and the Interviewer's Rating of Social Class from
"upéer lower class" to "upper middle class," ;our of the nine clusters ‘
being categorized as "lower middle class" and four as ''upper middle
class." 1In four instances adjacent clusters had mean factor scores
within three points of eacA other. Two of the clustérs—-Z& and 29—~ -
were very similar, their means on al; six vgriabies corresponding_to.‘
the same substantive'categories. ' A )

- The pattern of means on the variables was consistentifor most of the
-cluaters'and corresponded to the mean factor scores. However, clusters
20 and .1, which were categorized as "uppsr middle class" by the Inter-

\\

viewer's Rating qf Social Class and had the lowest factor scores of those \

<

in this category; appeared to be more, appropriately described as "lower

middle class," judging from their means on Own Occupation and Own

Education. Own Occupation was sales worker in the first and manager,




N\

\ .
official, and proprietor in the second; and Own Education was high

L]

school graduate in both. In addition, cluster 37 had an unusq§1 pattern

of scores: Own Occupation was craftsman, foreman, and kirdred worker,

\

but Friend's Occupation was farmer and farm manager; and Own Education

was thrpe years of high school, but Interviewer's Rating of Intelligence

-~

was ‘'slow."” . '

—— - mag

Insert Table 42 aboht here

Ward analysis. Fifty-one clufters were identified by inspection

of the objective function's distribution. This distribution is shown

’

in Figure 2. Four clusters contained ofle respondent and therefore were

ignored; the remaining 47 ranged in size from 2 to 13, “the median being

X

4, and comprised 221 of the respondents. Table 43 reports for each cluster

the number of respondents together with the means and standard deviations

for the six variables and the factor score. The factor score means for ‘
ommud - , L
the clusters also appear in Figure 3., This figure indicates that the

means were comparatively close to each other and covered the score .
. 3
continuum,: ranging from 28.00 to 71.00.

Insert Table 43 and Figures 2 and 3 about Here

= ]

The statistics for the one-way analyses of variance appear in Table

40. All of the F ratios were significant (p < .01). The tesults for . - ',

the mulgivarlate analyses of variance are reported in Table 41. Lambda

<

was significant (p < .01).
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The means for the six variibles and the substantive meaning of
chese statistics‘fo£ the six cJugégfa with pina ;r more respondente are
given in Table 44, together with th; mean factor scores for the clusters.
The clusters' mean factor acoreé ranged from 45.64 to 64.09, and the
Interviewer's Ratifig of Social Class fro; "lower middle class" to "upper
middle class,” two clusters being classified as the former and four as
the latter. In fwﬁ inatanceé adjacent clusters had mean factor scores

.

witﬁin three points of each other, but all six clusters were distinctly
differeﬁf in terms of tpe\aubatantive meaning of th;ir scores on }he
variables. In general, the clusters' patterns of means on the variables
"were consistent ;nd corresponded to the -mean factor scores, However:
clusters 1 and 4, which were categorized as "upper middle cla;at by the
Interviewer's Rating of Social Class, seemed to be better characterized

as "lower middle class”; in both, Own Occupation was manager, official,

and proprietor; and Own Education was high school graduate.-

Insert Table 44 about here

A

Comparison of Carlson ‘and Ward cluatets.l6 In 31 of 37 possible
N .
instanees in the analysis of Dzs between the mean profiles for the

Carlson and Ward clusters, when a Carlson cluster's lowest D2 was with
a particular Ward cluster, the latter's lowest D2 was with the same

Carlson cluster. The 31 matching Carlson clusters included 5 of the 9

-

largest ones and contained 149 respondents; the 31 Ward counterparts

- ~

involved all of the 6 largest clusters and comprised 165 respondents.

o

61
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Overall, 93 respondents were common to the two sets of matching clusters.
Table 45 reports the p? for each matching cluster together with the
percentage of common respondents and ihe kappa coefficient. Twenty-nine
of these coefficients, ranging from .28 to 1.00, were significant

(p < .05, one-tailed) and represented from 96.0% to 100.0% common

respondents.

Insert Table 45 about here

Conclusions ,

First-Order and Higher Order Factors

-

In contrast to the relatively clear, though narrow, first-order

factors obtained in this study, the higher order ones were broader as’

well as heterogeneous, and correspondingly more difficult to interpret.
This outcome is consistent with the Artz et al. (1971) finding that the

second-order factors in their investigation were not replicable across

1

communities. The reason for this lack of clarity and stability at the
second- and third-order levels is uncertain; these factors mlght be
‘expected to repgesént relatively éeneral but perhaps evén more meaningful
dimensions than the lower order ones, in line with the usual results in
the ability and personality areas (Cattell, 1971, 1973). Whatever may
cause the higher order factors in this study to take the form that thay

/ A
do, the discussion of the present findinﬁs necesgé}ily focuses on the
’ \*‘ N
first-order level. -

|
1
|
|
|
|
|
_w‘
)



Clearly the most striking feature of the ;esults was their extra-
ordinary complexity, which was unanticipated on the basis of existing
conceptualizations and earlier }esearch. This complexity was réflected
in the absence of lar;e general factors as well as in the number of
factors obtained, many of which were not congruent with the theories

and previous findings or differed in important ways for whites and blacks.

/
Correspondence of Factors with Conceptualizations ’//,r—~—«//

°

Each of the leading conceptualizations received some degree of
support from the present ractors, maigl; those in the first-order
analysis. In many cases, though, the theoretical dimensions were not
precisely verified, and the confirmation did not extend to both samples.
Additionally, the extremely wide scope of the obtained factors indicated
that even-the most elaborate formulations are overly simpligtic. These -
outcomes point up the need for an articulated theory that takes into
account the extraordinatry differentiation existing 1; this sphere. )

0f the three Weberian (Weber, 1946, 1947) dimensions--sdcial status,
economic position, and power--the last one was mostly clearly confirmed
in this study. The power ;omponent, which involves the possession of
political power through organizational action, was direc reflected in

the matching organization activity factor. More indirec ipport for

this' aspect came froﬁ the matching polftical activity and efficacy as

well as the white political efficacy factors. The factors, although not

substantially correlated, loaded the same second-dérder factors--political

-—

power for whites and social status and power for blacks.
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- The findings for the social status dimension suggest that it is
not monolithic, but differentiated inEO relatively distinct-components.
Soclal gtatus, according to Weber, rests on three bases: life styles,

* which result in the restriction of social intercourse; education;~and

- prestige of birth or occupation. Support for each of these aspects
was apparent in th;ee matching factoré: social status, an aﬁa{gam of
education and life styles; main support’s social status, a merger of °
occupation and education; and residence, an important reflection of

life styles (Svalastoga, 1965). Added support stemmed from two other
factors--white hOuSeh;id expenses and black amount of housing--that
are other manifestations qf life styles. However, this entire set of
factors generally correlated only moderately--the exception geing the
appreciable correlation for whites between the matching social status'
and residence factors, and none of them loaded the same second-order
factor. Furthermore, some of the life style variables in the study
were not included on these factors. ’

The results cenfirmed the existence of an economic dimension for
whites, despi£e sparse cdverage of the relevant variables, but provide
little evidence of it f;r blacks. This dimension inyolves three
aspects: ‘Possession and acquisition of goods,{including income from
pr0pett} and seéurities; life chances; and subjective satisfaction or
frustration. Variables from each of these areas were represented in

the study, but in a limited way, and very few concern the possessgion

and acquisition component. None of the matching factors bore on this

3




\

-62-

«"////::;enaion, and all but one of those that were relevant came from the

white sample. The pertinent white factors were selé-employed. concerning
possession and acquisition; occupat16n31 success, a combination of sub-
Jettive satisfaction and life qhguces; and 1#tactness of fa;ily, %yvolving
life chances as well as possession and agquisition. The solitary biack
factor was nature of income, also cons.sting of life chances together

with possession’'and acquisition. The white factors were not highly
correlated, but two of them--ecomomic success &nd self-employed--loaded
the second-order economic success factor.

In Marx'; (Marx, lzg?; Marx & ﬁngelg. 1932) conception, social c%ﬁés
is determined by the relationship to means of producti&n, in particyi;r,
ownership vs. nonownership of capital and land. This view is coné;uent\
with the wh%;e gelf-employed factor, which is loaded by all of/fge variables
that clearly bear on this relationship, although none precigély tap it:
Own Occupation--Centers' (1949) power, Source og Income, 9éd Current or
Last Job: Self-employed vs. Works for Someone Else. Qd;ever, no factor
of this kind was found for blacks. |

, Centers views social class as a psychological éhenomenon. involving
consclousness of membership in a class together with possession of ' e
pg}itical as well as economic attitudes and behaviors that reflgct class
feeling and interest. This notion war most clearly ccnfirmed by the
black c&ess consciousness factor, which represents class awareness anq

identification. Centers' conception was also supported to a lesser
: t

extent by the white majority group membership factor, which reflects
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political behavior and economic attitudes. It is noteworthy that some
highly relevant measures of Centers' co;strucf, especially two variables
from his own work—Centers' Class Identification measure and Centers'
Conéervatism-Radicalism scale, did not appear on either of these factors
and had only minor loadings on the others.,

Warner (Warner & Lunt, 1941; Warner et al., 19&9) focuses on soctaln,
status, which he sees as deriving from evaluation by membef; of the

community-~the ultimate criterion being participation in social inter-

action with others of the same class ardd acceptance by them. This

conception 1is consistent with the matching social status factor, which *
% . -

encompasses several variables that carry prestige in this society,

including one of the most important: Own Education., 1In addition, the

€ 3

white version of this factor was loaded by Friend's Occupation, an
indicator of soéial interaction and acceptance; as well as Own Occupation,
another central determinant of prestige. However, a few var;ableg that
reflect preégige were not included on this factor,

Davis and Moqre (Davis & Moore, 1945; Moore, 1 ) view 'several kinds,
of rewards as reflecting stratification--major ones being sustenance and
comfort; humor and diversion, and self-respect and ego ;xpansion; and .
others consisting of disposable time and material goods or money, Three
of these were clearly confirmed in this investigation: sgustenance and

comfort, self-respect and ego expansion, and material goods or money,

Of the two rewards not supported, humor and diversion was only represented

by a single variable--Number of Spare Time Activities, and disposable time
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was not ped all. Sustenance and comfort was reflected by the

.

residence, white household expenses, and black amount of housing

.

factors. \ Self-respect and ego expansion was involved in the matching

social statug§ and white occupational success factors. And material goods
or money was tipped by two white factors: -intactness of family, a mer-
ger of income and possessions; and age, which includes savings and home

ownership. However, the factors corresponding to a reward correlated
. .

only moderately with each other and did not loadjthe same second-order

»

factor.

Congruence with Previoug Factors o )

The greater complexity of the factor analytic results in the present

-~ . [ -

study than in previcus investlgations was undéubtedly due to the broader

A . -
"#///“/;ange of variables in this research. Despite important differences between

-~

this one and the others in the vari&bles, samples', and procedires Involved,
all but two of the previousl; identiéied factors were found in the present
first-orde; analysis, lending support to the meaniné of the currenﬁ results .
and indicating that the corresponding factors, at leasg, have some generality.
Most of this agreement with tﬁe previous work involved the'fiyg mgtching
factors. Two of them~-social status and residence-fcor;:sponded to the
pair of factors common to all of the earlier studies, ;nd a third--yain
support's social status--agreed with an Artz et al. factor. The consistency
is striking with which these three factoré were found in the various investi-

.

gations as well as in both raEes in this study. In addition, the white

’

~
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majority group membership factor was similar in meaning, despite differences
in salient variables, to one that Artz et al. identified.
None of the present factors, however, resembled two others of Artz
et al., one tapping father-in-law's as well as wife's social status and the
other reflecting.family income. prever,\the first factor could not have
been uncovered in this study, b;cause the variables involved were not in .
the analysis; and the second, despite being found by Artz et al. in several

communities, may be unstable, for nothi .g of this kind was obtained in any

of th; earlier investigéiions, glthough'they included income variables.
Among the present factors that have noacounterparts in the earlier

research, the most noteworthy are the two other matching ones—-

organiiation activity together with political activity aad efficacy.

These factoys are not only stable, at‘¥§ast in Toledo, haviag been foqnd

in both samples, but they are also clear cut and'potentiallyilmportant; ,

It is not surprising that the two were not identified»préviously, for

the other studies did not include any variables bearing even indirectly

o ‘these factors.

N

Pt

Correspondence Betﬁeeh White and Black Factors

Both the similarities as Qéll as the differences baetween the white

—
and black first-order factors are equally interesting. Only about a
quarter of the factors matched, but they included most of the important

ones in terms of their correspondence with the concéptualizations and

previous studies. Some of the unmatched factors presumably repraesent
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substantive differences be .n waites and blacks, mainly rellecting the
opzration of a variety of sc.lal forces ou the two races; other unmatched
vnes, especially those that were not well defined,‘may simply be unstable
_and reflect sampling error.
Some noteworthy differences existed even on the matching factors.
The failure of Own Occupation and Friend's Occupation to load the social
status factor for blacks, although these variables defined the corresponding
white one as well as similar factors in previous investigations based
predominantly on ﬁgites, suggests that occupation has different implications
for stratification in the two races. This suggestiun 1is consistent with
Glenn's (1963) finding, based on a review of community studies, that
occupati;n is a less important dete: nant of social status for blacks
thantwhites. One obvious possibility 1s that the variation ir functioning
of occupation may be due to the long run impact on blacks of discriminat%on
and segreggtion.
Incidentally, this line of reasoning about the disjuncture for blacks
between occupatinn and social status 1s not necessarily contradicted by
the presence of Main Support's Occupation on the matching main support's
soclal status factor for both races. This factor, a highly specific one
that 1s limited to the two variables concerning the main support in the
'analysis—-Main Support's Occupation and Main Support's Education, might

1

well split apart for blacks, akin to what happened to their social status

factor, if other variables describing this person were included.
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The existence of two residence factors for blacks, one for the census
variables and the other for the self-reports and intervi wer ratings, in
contrast to a single white factor encompassing both sets of variables,
may stem from the e;istence in each race of a distinctive frame of.refer-
ence for évaluating housing, the differential standards being reflected in
the self-reports and ratings. The blacks' standards ray not be the same as
whites' because of differences in the two races’ housing experiences, the
minority group generally residing in poorer dwellings anfl worse residential
areas, and many blacks living in the very worst homes a]E sections. Con-
sequentl{, blacis' evaluations, unlike whites', may diverge sharply from
objective indexes of housing quality, such as those provided by the census,
resulting in the emergence of separate factoFs for the minority group.

Some of the factGrs unique to each sample not only appear to'reﬁresent
important diffcrences between whites .1d blacks, but are also of con-
siderable intrinsic interest in their own right. One is the white .self>
employed factor, notable theoretically in view of its vearing on Marx's
conception of social class. énother 1s the white majority group membership

. \
tagtor, which has some resemblance to one obtained by Artz el al. Interest
in this factor stems primarly from its potential gernerality. The tlack
class conscioysness factor is especially intriguiﬁg in view of its
theoretical p-1v  .aer e to Centers' notian of social class. Finally, the

black factor that was tentatively interpreted as method variance is also

striking, mainly in light of the puzzling absence of a similar one for

whites.




-68—

The comparisons of white and black factors raise two methodological
issues. One stems frow the assignment of interviewers to respondents
of the same race, potentially confounding inherent differences bhetween
whites and blacks wi-h difterences between them that are due to
(a) interviewer bias in asling questions, recording arswers, an& méking
ratings; and (b) respondent-interviewer interaction that affects the
answers obtained. However, Sudman and Bradburn (1974) found, on the
basis of a reviqw of studies that systematicallv varied interviewer and
respondent race, that these effects, in toto, had a minor impact on
attitude questions, except when white interviewers were ﬁaired with
black respondents. It seems likely that factual questions are even less
affected. Moreover, in the present investigation, interviewer bias in
recording answers and making ratings, at least, ought to have a limited
influqnce. Twenty-six of the 59 basic variables ig the analvsis involved
questions with a fixed response format, which is relatively resistant to
recording errors. Many of the other 24 that were based on open ended
qﬁestions used highly structured ones (e.g., What was the highest .grade
you completed in school? [Question 32a]) eliciting very specific and
circumécribed answers which are comparatively unsusceptible to recording
error. And only 6 variablés relied on ratings. (The three remaining

variables were obtained from ihe census,) Furthermore, the interaction

between respondents and interviewers of the same race in this study

- 1

might be expected to lead to maximal validity in the answers obtained.
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Tae only clear evidence of the effects of interviewer bias or
respondent-interviewer interaction in the present findings is the split
of the single residence factor for whites into two for blacks, deter-

.

mined by whether the variables were based on the census or self-reports
— »
and ratings. The differences between whites and blacks in functioning
~of the ratings vis-h-vis the census variables point to the operation
of interviewer b;as. On tte other hand, the existence of other matching
factors, including social status, which is composed of self-reporés and
ratings, indicates that the two effects do not have pervasive\influences.
The other methodological issue involves differences between whites
and blacks in thair score distributicens on the variables under analysis,
as exemplified by the striking disparities observed between the samples
on some of the key background variables. Variances, of course, affect
correlations and, in turn, factor analyses, raising the possibility that
both the similarities and differences between white and black factors
may be attributable, at least in pért, to disparities in variation.
However, the purpose of the analysis was to identify dimensions present
in specific populations oif whites and blacks, and insofar as the safiples
were representative, the correlations and factor analyses, precisely
because they do reflect the variances as well as other properties of the
variables in the samples, accurately portray the whites and blacks. And,

in any event, most of the variables had sufficient variance in each sample

to generate factors. Only(seven of t%e basic variables for whites and

L



-70~

nine for blacks in the first-order anaiyses had communalities under .50

together with no salient loadings on any factor, and three of these .,

variables were common to both races.

Clustering of Status Groups

Clearly the most noteworthy finding in the cluster analyses was the
large number. of sets of respondents identified, each grouping comprising
an extremely small proportion of the samplé. It is interesting that the
two analytic methods which were emploved roughly agreed ahout the number
of clusters and uncovered similar ones. Equally important, the clusters
appeared to represent cohorts that were located at different points on an
underlying continuum of social status.

It should be no.ed that limiting the analysis to social status
variables, which were necessarily correlated, inevitably produced clusters
formed largely, though not entirely, on the basis of similarity in the
elevation, rather than the scatter or shape, of their profiles.17 The D2

index used in the cluster analyses reflects, in principle, ali three
profile components {(Cronhach & Gleser, 1953), but correlation between the
variables ernhances the influence of elevation (i.e., 1f variables correlate
perfectly, all of the scores on a profile are identical, and profi}gs can
oﬁly differ in elevation). Although these psychometric conséréincs lead
to the clusters in this study being relatively homogeneous in elevation
and mainly diffcring among themselves oﬂ-this characteristic, these in-
fluences have no bearing on the most striking results about the clusters:

their numher and size, and the apparent absence of discontinuities among

them.

73
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The present findings are inconsistent with the theoretical views,
-associated most notably‘with Warner, about the existence of a small num~
. ber of social classes, and the empirical results cit;d previously that
support such a conception. Tne wide variety of differences between the
present study and the earlier investigations make it difficultvto pinpoint
. ¥
the source of disagreement. At first glance, the current results also
appear to disagree with the outcomes of previous studies that found n
evidence of distinct.classes, but this contradiction is more apparent
than real; the identification in this inJestigation of an extremely la;ge
number of ostensible classes is tantamount to finding none at all. If
the population is, indeed, fracticnated to this extent, it is diffiéult $
to conceive of these groupings as classes in the usual sense, ;
This issue clearly remains unsettled. The analyses need to be -1
extended to blacks as well as to different dimensions of socia] strati-
fication, particularly the economic and pecwer aspects. And possible
sources of differences between these findings and eaflier ones need to

be examined in detail.

Measurement Implications

The present results have a number of important implications for the *
measurement of social stratification. The most central point 1is that
. the domain 1is, indeed, multidimensional and hence anv one index, whether
based on a singlg varigble, such as occupation or education, or on a set
o of variables, such as Hollingshe d's (1957) Two Factor sIndex of Social

Position or Warner et al.'s Index of Status Characteristics, cannot

adequately assess the entire sphere. ™

74 N
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Indeed, as indicated by the summary in.Tables 46 to 48 of the
commonly used indexes' loadings on the first-order factors, these
measures did not even consistently define the factors that they‘%re-
sumably reflect, with the striking exception of Own Education, which
had salient loadings on the matching social status factor in both samples.
Own Occupation, Hollingshead's and Warmer et al.'s indexes, and perhaps,./
Centers' Class Identification measure as well as Chapin's (1935) Social
Status scale (original weights) ought to tap this factor, too, but Own
Occupation and Hollingshead's index only loaded it for whites, and the
other measures had no loadings in either sample. Chapin's scale 1is
also relevant L& the matching residence factor, but only ioaded it for
thtes. Centers' measure, although pertinent to the black class con-
sc’ usness factor, did not load it. And Own Income is oﬁly potentially
relevant to two minor factors--white occupational success and black

nature of income-~and solely loaded the latter.

Insert Tables 46 to 48 about here

i s Gy —— g

¥

The best approach to dealing with the comqlexity in this domain is

to assess the major factors separately, selecting those that are relevant

for a particular purpose. All of the matching factors seem to represent

-

important dimensions of social stratification and, hence, have wide per-
tinence for substantive work in this area as well as research that
necessitates control for stratification influences. Some of the factors

unique to whites or blacks, such as the four discussed previously, may

be ugeful in more exploratory and specialized efforts.
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Each facto; may- be assessed by the single variable with_the’highest
leading, but it would. be éreferagle, for the sake of maximizing validity
and reliability, to use all of the salient variables. A related
d}fficulty arises frgm the white-black differences in the factors,
inclgding the matching ones. Seﬂirate measures of the factors, even
those (nat match, could be derived for each race, but any possible gain
in accuracy stemming from such a precise operationalization of the fac-
tors would be offset by the difficulty of comparing the requlting indexes
for whites and blacks. As a result, it seems desirable to use exactly
the same measures for both races. Measures of the g;;ch;ng factors may
be based on the variables that unave loadings in boéh samples. In assessing

»

the matching residence factor, it might be useful to obtain two indexes,

L

one comprising the census variables and the other the self-reports and

o

r§tings, in line with this factor's divisjon for blacks: Measures of the
unique white and black factors may be derived from the variables that have -
loadings in the sample where the particular f;ctor emerged. Tﬁ? indexes
may then be used with both races to explore the measures' g?neyal
applicabi}ity. -
The limited findings of the cluster analyses, as well as the other
studies of this topic, suggest that no firm basis exisés for classifying
people into social classes on the basis of their standing on any dimension
of stratification. Although it may be convenient in some situations to

divide individuals into categories on the basis of scores on the measures

just described, such groupings are arbitrary and do not necessarily have

[

any larger reality.
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The applicability of the measures,based on these factors to other
communities and at other times is, &t course, an é;pirical question.
Since three of the matching factors--social status, residence, and main
support’'s soczial status-~were "also found previously, their measures
ought to be widely useful. Less certainty exists about indexes of the

other matching factors or those unique to a race, but all of these

measures, at the very least, are likely'to be applicable for the near

future to large Northern communities of which Toledo is representative.
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2A small addi*ional sample was drawn, but not used, consisting of

x

black households with ratings of average or above on the house tvpe scale.

3The criterion was missing or inadequate information on five or more

.
-~

of the following variables: Own Occupation, Own Education,.Source of

] ®

Income, Own iIncome, Other Family Members' I;come, Centers' (1949) Class
Identification measure, Cha;in's (1935) Social Status scale (original
and Gutkman; 1942, weights), InEerviewer's Rating of House Type, and
Intervie;er's Rating of Dwelling Area.

aThe frequency distributions for ;hs samples were compared with
each other by x2 tests (all of the‘probability values are two-tailed):
Age,;x2 (4) = 21,34, p < .01; Sex, x2 (1) = 15.66, p < .01; Marital Status,
Xz (4) = 30..5, p < .01, Ho&sehold Tvpe, x2 (11) = 48.78, p < .01; Number
of Persons in Home, xz (5) = 9.82: p > .05; Own or Family Income, xo (8) =

48.08, p.< .01; Dwn Current Occupation, including occupation groups on.v,

-

-—" ' ’
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gxz (8) = 58.42, p < .01; Own Current Occupation, including all

categories,‘x2 (13) = 76.88, 'p < .01; Own Education, xz (5) = 40,28,

P < .01; and Interviewer's Rating of Social Class, xz'(A) = 46,27,

p < .01,
The fpequeﬁéy distributions for the sbmples were compared with
s ‘ B 1 .
- the 1960 and 1970 censuses by.x2 tests (all{of the probability values

1 . .
are two-tailed). Age: whites 1960, x2 (4) = 11.63, p < .05; whites ‘
N : -

I970, x2 = 5,98, p > .05; blacks 1960, x2 = 7,47, p > .05; and blacks
1970, x% = 3.11, § > .05.. Sex: whites 1960, x2 (1) = .08, p > .05;

“ . 2 ° 2 N
whites 1970, x~ =.1.53, p > .05; blacks 1960, x° = 7.14, p < .01; and

2

blacks 1970, x~ = .00, p >5.05. Number of Persons in Home: whites .

1960, x2 (5) =-5.41, p > .05; whites 1970, x2 = 5,59, p > .05; blacks

1960, x° - 6.32, p > .05; and blacks 1970, x> = 3.07, p > .05. Persons

per Room: whites 1960, xz (3).= 14,11, p < ,01; whites 1970, xz.a 4.09,

\p » .05; blacks 1960, 2 = 19.10, p < .01; blacks 1970, x* = 3.00,

+

p > .05, Namber of Rooms: whites 1960, census data not available;

whites 1970, xz (7) = 43,90, p < .01; blacks 1960, x2 = 19.41, p < .01;

. Q ,
and blacks 1970, x2 = 15,23, p < .05. Ouwner vs. Renter of Home: whites
| 1960, x2 (1) = 9,22, p < .01; whites 1970, x° = 12,59, p < .01; blacks

1960,.)(2 = 3,18, p > .05; and blacks 1970, x2

]

4,37, p < .05,
6Copies of the editing and coding manualg are avq}lablé from the
author,
7The questions and ratings were: Do yod read any newspapers

regularly...?, Which ones? (Q. 4); Do you read any magazines regularly...?,
N

-
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Which ones? (Q. 5); What clubs or organizations do y~u belong to?, Do
.you hold any office or positicn in this group...?, About how often ;o
you attend meetings of this organization...?, Does'this organization...
sometimes take a stand on housing or schoal-problems, or other public
ﬁroblems...? (Q. 8 to 11); What country did his‘[the respondent's
father or surrogate father] people originally come ‘from? (Q. 71); What
country did her [the respondent's mother or surrogate ﬁBthér] people

originally come from? (Q. 75); Which of these terms describes how_you

s
compare to the other people here in the Toledo area in social standing?

/

(Q. 63); Which of these terms descxibes how you compare to the othgi/)

people here In the Toledo area in inceme and wealth? (Q. 96); Which of
‘ .
these terms describes how you « e to the other people here in the

y | ‘
Toledo area in power or influence? (Q. 82); People have di“ferent

ideas of just how they fit intc community affsirs. Which one of these
is the best description of how you fit in? (Q. 64); If you Were asked

to use ome of these four names for your social class, which would you

say you belonged in...? (Q. 62); Interviewer's rating of. respondent's

race (Q. 113); Interviewer's rating of}resppfdent's skin color (Q. 114);

and Interviewer's rating of respondent'$ soglal class (Q. 1'5).
. !

8Codqrs of oé&upation questions were gfven special training over

a two-day period in using Hollingshead, Warher et al., and Centers’

oTcupation codes as well as census (U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1960)

occupation and industry codes. This training also inclhded use of the

Alphabetical Index of Occupations and Industries (U. S. Bureau of the

-
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Census, 1960) and the Dictionary of Occupational Titles (U. S. Bureau of

Employment Security, 1965). General Principles of coding occupation

data, special conventions to be followed, and the various coding sc¢hemes

were discussed. Coders independently coded, with each of the schemes,

a large number of. answers to occupation questions,-obtdined from the

ﬁractice quest ionnaires, and then discussed the results, in-a group with

. *
a supervisor. This process continued until the coders achieved maximal

agreement.

9

A \

The "dther" cards, containing verbatim answers that did not flt
intb'standard code categories for open ended questions, were'cabuléted
wheq:the coding of a section of the questionnaire was completed.
Typically, new code categories were derived it they represented more
than 10% of the total answers.

lOA detailed éescription of the procedures used in obtainfng the
new variables from the basic coded ones is available from the author.

11Tables containing the'means, standard deviations, and inter-
correlations of the basic and supplementary vari;bles in each sample,
the unrotated first-order factor and transformation matrices for the

two, and the\ingficients of congruence between their rotated factors

are cvailable om the author.

12P. H. Rossi, pefsonal communication, June 21, 1973.

Brables containing the unrotated second-erder factor and .trans-

formatioq.hatrices for the two samples are available from the author.

14

-
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1l"l'ables containing the unrotated third-order factor and trans-

formation matrices for the two samples are available from the author.

lsA table containing the D2 matrix based on the respondents' score

profiles is available from the author.

16A table containing the D2 matrix based on'the mean score proflles

for the Carlson and Ward clusters is av;ilablé from the author.
7The product-moment correlations between the social,sta;us va;iaﬁfes
ranged from .44 to .62, the median being JSl;\cqrrected for att;;;ation,‘
using the v:ariables' comunalitie; as reliability measures, the ¢orrela-
tions ranged from .68 to .93, with a median of .74. These corrected-
correlations are overestimates, because the communalities represent
» .

lower bound measures of reliability.
For a random ;ample of SZ'DZS from the 225 x 225 Dz'matrix, drawn
Qith the constraints that each Dg was based on scoré profiles with )
complete data and no profile was used more tl once, D2 had a product-
moment correlation of .93 (p < .01, iwo-tailed) with the absolute. !
differénce in profile means (i.e., elevation),ﬂilé (p > .03, ‘two=tailed)
with the absolhte difference in profile-st;ndard deviations (i.e., _
scatter), and -114 {p < .05, two-tgiled) with the product-mom;nt

correlation between profiles (i.e., shape),

~

\




h

L { Table 1 ‘ ' .
Education of White and Black Family Heads Scaled by o

Social Status, 1960 Census

Whites Blacks
Warner et al. . Education
Social Status Category (in<xgafs),—*J’/?§=107,590) (N=9,571)
S
1,2 13 or more © 18.7% 7.0%
3 T 1 ® 9 14.1 :
- e I
4 9-11. 23.0 24.5
. “ J e
5 : 8 17.9 17.4
-6’7 Undel’ 8 15.5 37.0 - B
. R d
Total 100.0% 100.0%
ol ) —_—
Note. The-gource of the data ié U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1562a, able

111--Toledo SMSA. The data shown for blacks are actually for ~ '

\
nonwhites. The social status categories appear’'in Warner et al.,

1949,
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* Table 2

Current Occupation of White and Blﬁck Family Heads Scaled by

Social Status, 1960 Census

Warner et al. . Whites Blacks
Social Status Major
Category Occupation Group (N=85,610) (N=6,104)
1,2 Professionals, technical, and 25.3% 6.7%
kindred workers; managers,
officials, and proprietors,
except farm
3 Clerical and kindred workers; 16.7 7.0
sales workers '
4 Craf tsmen, forémen, and 23.8 14.9
kindred workers
6 Operatives and kindred 29.9 56.4
workers; service workers;
private household workers
7 Laborers, except farm and 4.3 15.1
mine
Total 100,02 100.1%2
Note. The source of the data is U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1962a, Table

112--Toledo SMSA. The data shown for blacks are actually for non-
whites. The social status categories appear in Warnmer et al., 1949.
Their original occupational scale was employed, instead of the revised
scale, because of the former's correspondence to the census occupation
groups. Current Occupation was No Occupatgon or Not Reported for 21,255
respondent; in the.white census and, 3,441 iv the black census. A total
of 725 respondents in the white census and 26 in the black census were
either farmers and farm managers or farm laborers and farm foreman, two
occupation groups not classifiable by the Warner et al. scheme. No
census occupation group corresponded to the Warner et al. category 5,
which consists of proprietors of small businesses. Although private
household workers correspond to the Warner et al, category 7, they are
included in category 6 in this table because the census data combine

private household workers with service workers, and the latter pre-

dominate and belong in category 6. Percentages do not) add up to

100.0% because of rounding errors.

97
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Table 3

Age of the Interviewer

Whites Blacks
Age (in years)

(N=17) (N=18)
Under 25 47,12 22,22
25-34 11.8 38.9
35-44 23.5 11.1
45 and over 17.6 27.8
Total ) 100.0% 100.0%

Note. Interviewer: Age was Not Ascertained for

an additional 3 white and 5 black

interviewers,




~ 5

Table 4

Education of the Interviewers

Whites Blacks
Education (in years)

: (N=20) (N=21)
Under 12 " 10.02 . 4.87

12 30.0 52.4
L13"15 . 35.0 38.1

16 or more -25.0 4.8
"Total 100.0% 100.1%

Note. Interviewer: Education was Not Ascertained for an

additional 2 black fnterviewers. Percentages do

not add up to 100.0Z because of rounding errors.

T3




Disposition of All Designated Households in the Samplas

Whites Blscks
T
Lister's Rating of House Type 4, Lister's Rating of;House Type
> > i
Upper Middle Lower Total _Upper Middle Lower Total
Dieposition - — —
) Nz N oz X 2 N 2 N oz X2 x_z Nz
Daleted
Interviewer irregularity 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 b 100.0 17 9b.b 70 100.0 91 98.9
Assigoment card not returned by interviewer 3 75.0 L 66.7 3 100.0 10 76.9 0 0 0 .0 0 0 0 N
Duplicate household sdded by error 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 1 5.6 0 .0 1 1.1
Housshold added by error 1 25.0 2 333 o .0 3 23.1 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Total b 100.0 6 100.0 3 100.0 13 100.0 4 100.0 18 1:0.0 T0 100.0 92 100.0
Ineligible ) .
Vecant — 2 50.0 6 k.5 1 20.0 9 k5.0 ] .0 1 1.2 21 25.0 22 22.9
Nonexistent 0 .0 1 9.1 1 2.0 2 10.0 0 .0 0 .0 1 1.2 1 1.0
Other-~reason wnspecifidd 1 25.0 2 18.2 1 2.0 4 2.0 0 .0 0 .0 \\‘ 9 10.7 9 9.4
White in bleck sample not added to white sample 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 $ 100.0 6 -85.7 41 48.8 52 54,2
‘Person other than white or bleck 0 .0 0 .0 1 20.0 1 5.0 0 .0 0 .0 1 1.2 1 1.0
Initial rece not ascertainable 0 .0 1 9.1 1l 20.0 2 10.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
White drawn by error as replecement in bleck smmple o] .0 o] .0 0 .0 o] .0 o] .0 [¢] .0 1 1.2 1 1.0 ¥
Other race drawn by error for bleck sample J .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 1 1.2 1 1.0
1 Vecant unit dram by error for sample 1 25.0 1 9.1 0 .0 2 10.0 0 .0 0 .0 9 10.7 9 9.k
T tTotal 4 100.0 11 100.0 5 100.0 20 100.0 S 100.0 7 100.0 84 100.0 96 99.9
Kligible ’
Completed interview 65 86.7 B 790 & T 225* 79.8 8  66.7 b2 75.0 156 B1.2 206 19.
Refused 8 10.7 11 8.9 9 1.1 28 9.9 3 25.0 11 19.6 22 11.5 3% 13.8, )
ni !l:/ 11,3 9 7.3 b 49 % 5.0 0 .0 o .0 3 1.6 3 1.2
Never ot homse 0 .0 0 o o .0 0 0 0 0 1 1.8 b 21 5 1.9
Moved ) 1 1.3 3 2.4 3 T 7 2.5 0 .0 ] .0 5 2.6 5 1.9
Language bsrrier ) 0 .0 1 .8 3 3.7 U 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Invalid interview v .0 0 .0 1 1.2 1 4 1 8.3 ! 1.8 0 .0 2 .8
Other . . 0 .0 2 1.6 1 1.2 3 1.1 0 ot 1 1.8 2 1.0 3 1.2 .
Total 75 100.¢ 124 100.0 81 99.9 282 100.1 12 100.0 36 100.0 192 100.0 260 100.0
Grand Total 85 .- S 89 - 3 .- a - 81 -- H6 - Wh8 .-

Mote. Lister's Rating of House Type vas collepsad as follows: upper ("excellent dwellings,” "very guod (wellings,” and "good" dwellings"), middle ("averege
dwellings"), and lower ("fair dwellings,” “poor Mllin_g," wnd "very poor dwellings").

() ter's Rating of ouse Typa vas Not Ascerteined for 2 houssholds. .

L0 1ol .



Table 6
\ Number of Households vith Certain Dispoeitions per location in the Samples

Basic White Locations lementary White tione Nonwhite Locations Total
Pisposigion Households Houssholds . _ Houssholde _ Boussholde
N Locations N Mean S.D. N locations N Mean §.0. N loiations N Mean S.D. N Locations N _ Hean RD,
Whites
Designated (after deletions) 128 268 2.09 1.09 0 0 - - B % 10 .1 161, 302 1.88 1.07
Eligible 126 252 2.00 1.06 0 0 — - 29 20 1.03 .19 155 282 1.82 1.09
Completed interviev 122 208 1.70 1.02 0 0 - - 17 17 1.00 .00 \139 225 1.62 .98
Blacks
Designated (after deletions) 7 13 1.86 1.86 9 N .46 101 131 312 2.8 121 147 356 2.42 1.26
Rligible 4 8 2.00 2.00 6 13 227-3,07%. 18 239 2.03 41010 - 128 260 2,03 1.04
Completed interview 3 'S 1.67 1.15 6 1 '1.‘&_3'--‘!;‘.17 108 190 1.76 ° .87 117 206 1.76 .8
%

P‘

O

. ERIC

PAruntext provided by enic [T
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Table 7

Age of the Samples

Whites Blacks
Age (in years)
(N=221) (N=205) ,
14-24 5.0% 8.8%
25-34 14.9 ' 18.5
35-44 14.0 ) 25.9 ’
45-64 40.7 34.6
65 and over 25.3 12.2
g?tal . 99.9% ‘100.0%

N .

i

Note. k%e was Don't Know or Not Ascertained
for an additional 4 respondents in the
white sample and 1 in the black sample.
Percentages do not add up to 100.0%

because of rounding errors.
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Table 8

¥
Sex of the Samples

Whites Blacks
(N=225) (N=206)
Male 82.2% 65.5%
Female 17.8 34.5
Total 100.0% 100.02
105-
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lable 9

Marital Status of the Samples

Marital Status Vhites Blacks
(N=225) (N=204)
Single 4.42 6.42
Married 76.4 56.9
Divorced 4.0 9.8
éeparated .9 10.3
Widowed 14.2 16.7
, Total ", " 99.9% 100.1%

.—

Note. Marital Status was Don't Know or Noi

Ascertained for an additional 2 respon—

dents in the black saﬁple. Pé}centages

do not add up to 100.u% because of

rounding errors,
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Table 10

- Household Type of the Samples

Whites Blacks

Household Type
(N=224) (N=205)
Husband and wife

Children, other relatives, nonrelatives ’ .0% .Q!:

Children, cther relatives, no nonrelatives 1.3 1.5 d
Children, no other relatives, nonrelatives D, .0 .0
Children, no other relatives, no nonrelatives 46.4 33.7
No children, other relativea, nonrelatives .0 .0

No-children, ot:ir relatives, no ?gggglatives b ’ 3L9A r

‘ No children, no other relatives;fnbnkei;tives : .;’ - .54 2.0 |

N¢ children, no other relatives,’;o non;elatives 28.1 15.1
'No Spouse . -

’ ’ * Children, other relatives, nonrelatives 4 .0
Children, other relatives, no nonrelatives PR .9 3.4
. ‘ Children, no other relatives, nonrelatives 7 .0 = -/{.5
- Children, no other relatives, no nonrelatives 3.6 - 16.1
No children, other relatives, nonrelatives .0 .0
' No children, other relatives, no nonrelatives ' 1.3 3.9
No children, no other relatives, nonrelatives , .9 2.9
No children, no other relatives, no nonrelatives 16.1 17.1

Total - 99.82 100.12

Note. Household Type was Don't Know or Not Ascertained for an additional

1 respondent in the white sample and 1 in the black sample. Percentages

do nct add up to 100.02 because of rounding errors.

107 *’

e




-103- ‘ 4 ’
' 4
Ve .\“
Tqble 11
Number of Persons in Home of the Samples . P
Whites Blacks -
Number of Persons .
i (N=224) (N=205)
1 16.12 17.12
1]
2 32.6 27.3 N .
3 13.4 19.5 e
4 18.8 11.2 o .
-« 5 8.0 8.3 .
6 or more 11.2 16.6 : N~ ’r
Total 100.1% 100.02
. . . .
Note. Number of Persons in Home was Dgn't Know or-~ ‘( ~ s

Not Ascertained for an additional 1 respondent e

in the white sample and 1 in the black sample. -

108

-t




/\ g\_A
.

~ ! /
3 ) . \ . ..
Total . \ </ \/‘\ 100,12
T ] {\

[

e
Table 12
Own or Family Income of- the Samples
. ’ R .
N 3\ Y,
/o : - o _
' 7 " Whites / KBlacks
Income. (in dollars). .
ey (N=194) (N=172)
L 0w ’
Under 2,000 _ RN 7.2% 24.4%
2,000-3, 99 \" L 10.3 19..
- . 2\/\-' , . // R
4,000~5, 999 C 9.3 7140
6,000-7,999 T 194 115.1
. - * . 4 *
P i . .
'\ 3,%,999 12:.34 12.2
o . 10,000-11,999 : \<12:A © 5.8
- 12,000-14,999 .. w7 V15.5 4.1
) : 15,000—'24,999{ ‘ ’ 2108 - 4a
(\>\ o SRR :
25.10@(&@ over 1 1.2

100 %{

J

- . ! -

Perc;ntages do ng’t add up to 100.0%

LY L.
- NN

< - T

N

LT - ¢ -
" Note. Own or Family Income. was Don't Know or Not

o

Astertained for an additiopal 31 rgépondents

\ * f'the whitc s and 34 1n the 'black le.
e’ e u:p&e n the sample.

ecause\ of
n‘ ‘, ", '
" i'otmdin‘(.:&ou. N - “
’/‘ - * ’ ’ .

|

* -

L]
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Table 13

Own Current Occupation of the Samples

Whites Blacks
Major Occupation Group

— . (N=203) (N=192)

Occupation -
Professional}\technical, and kindred workers 9.92- 4.2
Farmers and farm managers .0 .0

, Managers, officials, and proprietors, except farm 15.3 2,6 =
Clerical and kindred workers 7.4 2.6
Sales workers 4.4 1.0

Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers - 14.3 7.3
abperative; and kindred workers 14.8 21.9
\‘ Private household workers 0. 6.2
2 Service workers,” except private household 4.9 13.0
Farm laborer; and foremen : ‘ .0 0
Laborers, except farm and mine ‘ 3.4 6.2 “

No Occupation

Unemployed 2.0 10.4

Retired 17.2

Full-time housewife S ' 5.9 6.2
Disabled .0 2.6

Never worked ' ’ .5 1.0

Total - . 100.0% 99.8%

B

Note. Own Current Qcc;yéffBﬁ‘Vas Don't Know or Not Ascertained for an addi-

tional 22 respondenq? in the white sample and 14 in the black sample.

e
Percentages do not add up to 100.0% because of rounding .errors.
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Table 14
B | Own Education of the Samples
Whites Blacks
Education (in years)

\ (N=222) (N=190)
Under 8 8.6% 26.82

8 . - 14.0‘ 12.6

9-11 17.6 26.8

12 35.6 22.1

13-15 11.7 6.8

16 or more 12.6 4.7

Total 100.1% 99,82

Note. Own Education was Don't Know or Not Ascertained
for an ad&itional 3 respondents in the white
sample and 16 in the black sample. Percentages
do not add up to 100.0% because of rounding

errors.

ERIC | - 111 ‘




Table 15 *

Interviewer's Rating of Social Clags of the Samples

Whites Blacks
Rating )
‘ _(N=223) (N=203)
Upper 2.7% .52[\‘“/
4
Upper middle 40.4 19,2
Lower middle 42.2 39.4
Upper lower 13.5 34.5
N ) . _
Lower lower - - 1.3 6.4 )
Total 100.12 100.0%

Note. Interviewer's| Rating of Social Class was Not
Ascertained for an additional 2 respondents in
the white sample and 3 in th®black sample.

Percenfages do not add up to 10p«0Z because of

rounding’ errors.

~
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Table 16

Comparisons of Age of the Samples with the 1960 and 1970 Censuses

Whites Blacks

Census Census -

Age (in years) l
Sample 1960 1970 Sample 1960 1970

(N=221) (N=127.651) (N=137,681) (N=205) (N=11,279)(N=15,573)

( 14-24 5.0% 4.42 7.33 8.8% 5.1% 9.3%
25-34 14.9 17.6 17.0 18.5 22.4 20.5
35-44 14.0 21.1 17.2 25.9 25.9 21.3
45-64 40.7 '38.1 37.3 3.6 36.2 34.5
65 and over 25.3 18.8 21.2 122 10.5 14.4
Total 99.92  100.02  100.0% 100.02  100.1Z  100.0%

Note. The snurces of the census data are U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1962a,
Table 106--Toledo SMSA; 1971b, Table 36--Lucas Countf( The 1960 census
data shown for blacks are actually for nonwhites. Age wgz Don't Know
or Not Ascertained for an additional 4 respondents in the white sample
and 1 in the black sample. Percentages do not add up to 100.0%

because of rounding errors.

113




-109- ’ ——,

Table 17

s

~

Comparisons of Sex of the Samples with the 1960 and 1970 Censuses

¥
-
Whites Blacks
Census Census
Sex Sample 7 1960 1970 Samp}e 1960 1970

(N=225)  (N=127,651) (N=137,681) (N=206)  (N=1].279) (N=15.573)

Male 82,22 82.92 78.92 65.52 73.82 65.52
Female 17.8 17.1 21.1 34.5 v 26,2 34.5

Total 100.02 100.02 100.0% 190.02 100.0Z J00.02

Note. The sources of the census data are U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1962a,
Table 106--Toledo SMSA; 1971b, Table 36--Lucas County. The 1960

census data shown for blacks are actually for nonwhites,

4

114 e
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Table 18
Comparisons of Number of Persons in Home of the Samples with

the 1960 and 1970 Censuses

Whites - Blacks ¥

Census i Census

Number of Persons Sample 1960 1970 Sample 1960 1970 .

(N=224)  (N=127,692) (N=138,316) (N=205)  (N=11,238) (N=15,573)

1 16.12 14.6% 19.0% 17.12 13.6%  19.3%
2 32.6 30.2 30.4 " 27.3 24,4 24.3
3 13.4 177 16.2 19.5 17.4  16.6
4 18.8 16.8 14.8 11.2 13.9 12.6
5. 8.0 10.7 9.5 83 . 9.8 9.6
g or more  11.2 10.0 10.0 16.6~ 20.9 17.6
Total 100.1% 100.0% 99.9% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Note. The sources of the census data are U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1962b,
Tables Hl and H3--Lucas County; 19719. Tables 14 and 17--Lucas County. The
1960 census data shown for blacks are actually for nonwhites. Number of
Persons in Home was Don't Know or Not Ascertained for an additional 1
reSpquent in the white sample and 1 in thg black sample. Percentages do

not add up to 100.0% because of rounding errors.

11D
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- Table 19 ’k

Comparisons of Persons per Room of the Samples with

the 1960 and 1970 Censuses

Whites . Blacks
Census CensuL
Persons per Room Sample 1960 - 1970 Sample 1960 19704

(N=223) (N-127,652)(N-138,316i (N=204) (N-11,238)(N-15,S731

.50 or less 60.5% 49.5% 55.8% 53.9% 39.4% 48.6%
.51-.75 21.5 T 22.7 21.6 16.7 20.6 20.9
.76-1.00" 12.6 21.3 17.5 19.1 22.6 19.3
1.01 or more 5.4 6.5 5.1 10.3 17.4 11.1
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.02 100,02 99.3%

Note. The sources of the census data are U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1962b,
Tables Hl and H3--Lucas County; 1971a, Tables 14 and 17--Lucas County. :
The 1960 census data shown for blacks are actually for nonwhites. ‘
Persons per Room was Don't Know or Not Ascertained for an additional 2 ‘3

respondents in the white sample and 2 in the black sample. Percentages

do not add up to 100.0% because of rounding errors,

|
|
|
|
.
i
|
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Table 20
Comparisons of Number of Rooms in Home of the Samples with

the 1960 and 1970 Censuses

T ‘ —
Whites Blacks
Census Census
Number ot Rooms
Sample 1970 Sample 1960 1970
(N=224)  (N=138,316) (N=205)  -(N=11,238) (N=15,573)
1 .0% 1.0% .02 1.92 1.0%
2 4 2.0 1.5 3.9 2.7
3 3.6 7.3 10.2 12.5 10.8
4 10.3 15.0 18.0  14.6 13.2 *
5 20.5 27.3 2.4 23.9 24.9
6 - 32.6 272 22.0 22.0 24.2
7 14.7 11.8 8.3 11.7 12.7
8 or more 1749 8.4 15.6 9.5 10.6
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100..0% 1oo.oz‘ 100.1%

Note. The sources of the census data are U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1962b,

Table H3;-Lucas County; 1971a, Tables 14 and 17-~Lucas County. The

1960 census data for whites were not available. The 1960 census data shown

for blacks are actually for nonwhites. Number of Rooms was Don't Know

A

or Not Ascertained for an additional 1 respondent in the white sample
and 1 in the black sample. Percentages do not add up to 100.0% be-

A
cause of rounding errors.
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Table 21
Comparisons of Owner vs. Renter Occupancy of Homes of the Samples

with th; 1960 and 1970 Censuses

Whites Blacks
Census Census
Occupancy Sample 1960 1970 Sample 1968‘; 1970
(N=205) (N=127,692) (138,316) (N=176) (N=11,238) (N=15,573) '
Owner 82.00  72.5% 70,72 40.3% 47.17  48.3% ’
Renter 18.0 27.5 29.3 59.7 52.9 51.7
Total 100.0% 100.02 100.0% 100.0% 100.0Z  100.0%

Note. The sources of the census data are U.S. Bureau of the Census, 19620,
Table Hl--Lucas CoL;ty; 1971a, Tables 14 and 17--Lucas County. The
1960 census data shown for blacks areﬁactually for nonwhites. Owner
vS. Ré;zér of Home waF‘Don't Know or Not Ascertained for an additional

20 respondents in the white sample and 30 in the black sample.

*# .
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Table 22 2

Length of Interview

Whites Blacks
Length (in minutes)

(N=224) (N=205)
Under 60 ’ 9% 1.52
60-89 28.1 42.0
90-119 52,7 - 42.4
120-149 ' 14,3, - 12.2
150 and over 4.0 2.0

Total 100.0% 100.12

i

) -
Length of Interview was Not Ascertained for

:
8

an additional 1 tcapogdegt in the white -sample
and 1 in the black sample. Percenéhgee do L
not add up to 100.0Z because of roundiné

errors.

Iy




Table 23

Basic Variables and Their Sources

Variable

Source of Main Question or Rating and Its Scoring,

Main Question or Rating

Number

Social Status
. ¥
Self-report of comparative social standing
Interviewer's rating of socialiclass

Owm occupation--Duncan

Own education--years
Interviewer's rating of intelligence
Protestant religious preference

Sex 18 male

Age--years

»

Main support's occupation--Duncan
Main support's education--years

Friend's occupation~—Duncan

if Not Original

Artz et al., 1971.
Artz et al., 1971; response scaled by Duncan's,

1961a, 1961b, socioeconomic index, as adapted
by Stricker, 1972,

Parker and Kleiner, 1966.
Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965.

Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965.

Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965; and Caplovitz, 1963.

Gurin et al., 19603 and Parker and Kleiner, 1966;

vesponse scaled by Duncan's 1961a, 1961b, socio-
economic index, as adapted by Stricker, 1972,

Gurin et al., 1960; and Artz et al., 1971.

&
Artr et al., 1971; response scaled by Duncan's,
1961a, 1961b, socioceconomic index, as adapted
by Stricker, 1972. =

63
115
19, 20, 21, or 38

32a

117

83 ° #

2a
66

69; 72 or 76

69; 73 or 77

13

~€11-



< ‘ : m:{e 23" (Cpntinued) - ' ‘ . : .
. 2 ~,

v - { {
- f
‘ Variable - svm:e of Main Question or Rating-and Its Scoring, Mala Question or Ratfng
- if Mot Original Y _ Madber
-
, ; ) L,
Wealth ' - )
V4 Y, N . &
Self-report of comparative income and wealth - ) 96
Source of income ‘ Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965; response scaled by 99 . o
b ", Warner et al.'s, 1949, procedure.
A [
y v . - A}
Own income--in 1000's Artx at al., 1971, - 100,
Fanily savings Caplovitz, 1963; and Morgan et al., 1962. - 97a N
? ~
Family debts Caplovitz, 1963, . 98
< / - - . ! . . T 7s
Power . e . . B
. AN : . T
Self-report of comparative influence and power - > . ’ ' 82
Decision maker in community affairs Horton and Thompson,’1962. 64 ’
. . 4
. . & .
Tekes active part in local issues Dahl, 1961; and F;ukett, 1955. 1 . !
0 : . ‘1\
People ask fqr his/her opinions Ka'. and Lazarsfeld, 1955. : ) .
Thinks public officials care about him/her  Campbell et al., 1954. 87 T
Nuaber of officials or politicians he/she has met B ) 88 - .
" Had contact with officials or politicians wbout Dakl, 1961. i 89 : .
something he/she wanted L -
~ , 5 % . ) ’ g - o
Number of organization memberships Artz et al\, 1971, : 8 ~ <
. s - .
i} i hd N - e
Number of leadership positions in‘organizations Artz et al., 1971, 9 ’
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. Table 23 (Continued) T ”

N

Variahle

Source of Main Questior; or Rating and Its Scoring,
if Not Original

Main Question or Rating
Number

®  Number of orgentrations that takes stands on

public issues
\ 4

Own occupation--Centers' power
Number ,of employees supervised

Class Consciousness

Centers' Class ‘Identification meaSures

Think:of self as being in a social ;:lass
Believes there are two or more classes

Say; ;orkers like t.;niona, and businessmen do not
Belopgs to a union .

)
Republii political party preference

Psychological Gratification
Happiness i
Extent of success in life

Currgnt dr last job: Satisfaction

ERIC

.

Woodward .and Roper, 1950.

Artz et al., 1971; response scaled by Centers' .-
1949, power procedure.

Artz et al., 1971; and Gurin et al., 1960.

Py

Centers, 1949. ’
Campbell et -a)., ‘1960 .

K;hl and Davis, 1955. o
anters, 1953; La:d—ecker, 1963.

Artz et al., 1971.

Campbell et al., 1954, B

-

Gurin et al., 1960.
Parker and Kleinet, 1966.

Gurin et al., 1960.

a1

-

19, 28, or 21

24b or 24d-24g

.
L]

61
80

25

)
[N
ot
~

1
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Table 23 (Continued)

N\
. R - R
Variable Source of Main Question or Rating snd Its Source, Main Question or Rating
if Mot Criginal Mumber
Home and Possessions =
Possessions Gough, 1949; and Leahy, 1936. 92—Ri-fi or Stereo Phono-
. graph, Musical Instrument,
/ N Typewriter, Encyclopedis,
Autosobile, Camsra
Mumber of newspapers Caplovitz, 1963. 4
Momber of magazines " Caplovitz, 1963. ‘ : 5
Food ervenditures Caplovitz, 1963. 95 '
\ St ’ E
Housing expenditures Morgan et al., 1962. 107b-107e, 108, or 109b-10%e [
Rent--actual or estimated Morgan et al., 1962. ’ 107s, 108a, or 109f
Persons per room ' Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965; Caplovitz, 19637 2a; 104

and Morgan, 1962; responses combined by U.S. -
Bureau of the Cansus's, 1962b, procedure. ,

Owner vs. renter of home . Morgan et al., 1962. ., 105
Interviewer's u:i—ng of house type\ ernc;' et_:f: 1949. ) 123
Self-report of comparative neighborhood quality Artz et al., 1971. 110
Interviewer's rating of dwelling area Warner et al., 1949. ’ 124
Census: ’Hedian house value for census tract U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1962b. -
O ub te7




Table 23 (Continued)

Variable

L]

Source of Main Question or Rating and Its Source,
] if Not Original

Main Question or Rating

Number

:Census: Median rent for census tract

Census: Percent deteriorating and dilapidated
housing for census tract

Life Chances and Life Styles
Number of times unemployed
Nusber of spare time activities

Interviewer's rating of grammar s

Attitudes and Values

- Anomie

Authoritarianism

Congenial vé. economic considerations in choosing
a job

Personal vs. impersonal factors in getting ahead
on a jodb

Personal vs. impersonal things affecting success

U.S.  Bureau of the Census, 1962b-

U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1962b.

Morgan et al., 1962.
Artz et al., 1971; and Gurin et al., 1960

Bradburn and Caplovitez, 196S.

’

Srole, 1956; question selected on basis of
Neal and Rettig, 1963;- and Struening and
Richardson, 196S.

Adorno et al., 1950; question selected on basis
of Krug, 1961; and Struening and Richardson, 196S.

National Opinion Research Center, 1947; and
Parker and Kleiner, 1966.

Arcz et al., 1971; and The Fortune Survey, 1947.

Parker and Kleiner, 1966.

17

119

51

50

3l

81

511~

g 129

Ld




Supplemengary Variables and Thair Sources

Table 24

.

[ %
Variable Source of Main Question or Rating and Its Scoring, Main Question or Rating
if Not Original Number
Social Status .
Own nationality--Lenski Artz et al., 1971; responses scaled and combined n, s, |
by Lenski's, 1954, procedyre. ‘
Own netionality--Rossi " Arts et al., 1971; responsas scaled by Rossi's, 71,75
Personal Communication~-June 21, 1973, procedure
and combined by Lenski's, 1954, procedure.
Race is black " Gurin et al., 1960. 113
Interyiewer's rating of skin color Freeman et al., 1966. . \ 114 )
Hain support's nntioulity--—kohi Artz et al., 1971; responses scaled by Rossi's, 69; 71 or 75 g
Persona. Communication--June 21, 1973, procedure.
Wealth ’
Other family members' income—in 1000's -— ’ . 103
(Own or family income~—in 1000's) - Artz et al., 1971. 100, 103
. . .
Pover o
ol
(Mumber of successful contacts with officials or Dahl, 1961. ' 89
politicians) )
(Mumber of all contacts with officul; or _bakiy 1961, - . N

politicians)

ERIO

IToxt Provided by ERI

89
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Table 24 (Continued)

e

‘. ) Variable Source ~f Main Question or Rating and Its Scoring, Main Question or Rating
: ff Not Original Number

Class Consciousness

Cenuers' Conservatism-Radicalism scale--revised . Centers, 1949. 43-48 }

'

liome and Possessions

Chapin's Social Status scale—original weights Caplovitz, 1963; and Chapin, 1935; responsea © &3 5; 92-~Bookcase with
scored 'by Chapin's, 1935, procedure. Books in It—-How many?,

Telephone; 92-~-Black and

White TV, Color IV, or ;!:,
Radio; 120. w
Chapin's Social Status scale-—Guttman weigh‘tl Caplovitz, 1963; and Chapin, 1935; responses scored 4; 5; 92—Bookcase with Books
s by Guttman's, 1942, procedure. in It--How many?, Telephome;
. 92--plack and White TV,
Color TV, or Radio; 120
(Rent--actual or estimated—-per room) Morgan et al., 1962. 104; 107a, 108a, or 109f
(Numbier of vooms) Morgan et al., 1962. 5 104
(Lister's rating of house type) Warner et al., 1949, ‘ Cover Page--Rating:Area '
. 1
Interviewer's rating of building type-—private home Morgan et al., 1962. 122a
Interviever's rating of building condition Deutsch, 1967. 121
(Lister's rating of dwelling area) Warner et al., 1949, Cover Page--Rating:HU
Neighbor's occupation~-Duncan Response scaled by Duncan's, 1961a, 1961b, 111
socioceconomic index, as adapted by Strickaer,
1972,




Table 24 (Continued)

Variable

Source of Main Questiom dr lnting and Its Mrin;,

- if Mot Original

Main Question or Rating

Composite Indexes

(Bollingshead's Two Factor Index of Social

Position)

(Warner et a;.'s Index of Status Characteristics)

) Background and Yamily Situation
Raised in broken home
Main support was man
Main support's ?irthphce

Mumber of all siblings

Own birthplace

Size of co-uni'ty vhere raised
Length of time in Toledo
Marital status—-married

Spouse had income

Broker family ¥ )
Extended family

ionrelatives in home

Artz et al., 197:1. and Parker and Kleiner, 1966; f“ﬂ)or 20; 32a

responses scaled and combined by Bollinphud s
1957, procedure.

Arte et al., 1971; Bradburn And Caplovictz, 1965;
and Werner et al., 1949; mm« scaled and
combined by Warner et al.'s, 1949, procedars.

Gurin et al., 1960
Gurin et al., 1960.
Artz et al., 1971; and Gurin et al., 1960,

Artz et al., 1971; responses combined by Blau
and Duncan's, 1967, procedure.

5

~

Gurin et al., 1960.

Artz et al., 197).

Parker and Kleiner, 1966.

Parker and Kleiner, 1966.

Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1963; and Caplovitz, 1963.
Bradbum.and Caplovitsz, 1965; and Caplovits, 1963.

£l

Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965; and Caplovitz, 1963.

A [+

Number

19, 20, 21, or 38; 99;

T 123; 124

6%a N
69

69; 70 or 74

78, 79 .

65
67
68
35a
103

2a

2a
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. . ‘Table 24 (Continued)
N * ’
¢ \xJ : . )
- Lol 1 v =
/\ : Variable Source of Main Question or Rating an‘d Its Scgring, ' Main Question or I' ting
A . if Not Original Number
) (Number in nuciear family in f;ome) : Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965; and Capl vitz, 1963. 2a
e
(Number in total family "iff homg) . Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965; and Caplovitz, 1963. 2a
. L +
fMer of persons in home) . Bradburn and gaplovitz, 196_5; and Caplovitez, 1963; . 2a
responses cgéibined by U.S. Bureau of the Census's,
5 . : 1962b, profedure.
- » ¢ o
Child Rearing . . ’ ,
\ . Lo
. N
= Physically punishes child L. . - ° 53 9
Permits child's aggression towards parent Sears et al., 1957. 54
Buying Bahn/viot ~ :
Buys on installmeiit plan . - 93
Life insurance policy size . Caplovitz, 1963. 94 - )
v - é - =
i e,
Laisure' Time Activities ' ’
s ,
(Spare time uctfvities: lzdio anc[‘ texevision)‘ ‘vtz €t al., 1971; Gurin et al., 1960. " 3 -
N - . -
(Spare time activities: Active sports and . . Artz et al., 1971; Gurin et al., 1960. 3 °
recreation) ) ' ©t - m/ v
Activities in pasf week: Went tq a bar . , Bradburiand Caplovitz, 1965. 7--Went. to a Bar
Activities in past week: Worked on car , Bradbur?nd Caplovitz, 1965. 7--Worked on Car
. _ . ' \
Activities in past week: Read Bible ’ Bradburfi and Caplavitz, 1965, 7--Read Bible .
Activities in p‘!at wee}: Sang or.played insfrument Bradburn and Capl{vicz. 1965. . 7--Sang or Played
: - . . Instrument .

. - o
Q ‘ 6 * ‘. ¢
ERJCH? f | 137
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Table 24 (Continued)

Main Question or Rating
Mumber.

Source of Main Question or Rating and Its Scoring,
if Wot Original
12

Variable

Arte et al., 1971.
.10

Qaber of viaits with friends
Attendance at organizstion meetings

Number of favorite televiaion programs
Comady

Type of favorite televiaion programs:

Type of favorite televiaion programs: Current
affairs and news

tel.vision programa: Moviea

Sports

Type of favorite
television programs:

Type of favorite

Oceupationally Related Issues
Firat job--Duncan

Age af first job

Number of jobs held

Current or last job:
someone else

Current or last job

3 furrent or last job
S

E EMC:utrent or last job

FullToxt Provided by ERIC.

UV

3y

Currently empioyed full time
Self-employed vs. works for

Length of time emple

Artz et al., 1971.
6

i £ 4 S

14

Artz et al., 1971; response scaled by Duncan's,
96la, 1961b, socioeconomic index, aa adapted
15

éy Stricker, 1972.
16

Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965.

Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965.

Artz et al., 1971. 18
24a

Gurin et al., 1960.
23

Morgan et al., 1962,
27

Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965.
6

1965.

Chances of ad&ancenent
Extent of skill and talent uaed Bradburn and Caplovitz,

139



» Table 24 (Continued)

Source of Main Question or Rating and Its Scoring, Main Question or Rating

Variable 1f Not Original Number

.

Aspirations : ) . T
Preferred job for self--Duncan Artz et .al., 1971; responsé scaled by Duncan's,
1961a, 1961b, socioeconomic index, as adapted
by Stricker, 1972.

Educational aspiration for self--years Parker and Kleiner, 1966.

Occupational aspiration for son--Duncan Parker and Kleiner, 1966; response scaled by
Duncan's, 196la, 1961b, socioeconomic index,
as adapted by Stricker, 1972, .

Educational aspiration for son--years Parker and Kleiner, 1966.
Expected changes in future income Caplovitz, 1963.
Mobility and Inconsistency in Status

(Blau and Duncan's Inttrageneration Occupational Artz et al., 1971; responses scaled by Duncan's 14; 19, 20, or 21
Mobility score) - 1961s, 1961b, gsocioeconomic index, as adapted by

Stricker, 1972, and combined by Blau and Duncan's,

1967, procedure.

(Blau and Duncan's Intergeneration Occupational Artz et al., 1971; Gurin et al., 1960; and Parker - 19; 20 or 21; 69; 72 or 76
Mobility score) and Kleiner, 1966; responses scaled by Duncan's
1961a, 1961b, socioeconomic index, as adapted by
\ Stricker, 1972, and combihed by Blau and Duncan's,
\ 1967, procedure.

(Intergeneration educational mobility) Artz et al., 1971; Gurin et al., 1960; and Parker 32a; 69, 73 or 77
and Kleiner, 1966.

Intrageneration income mobility Caplovitz, 1963. 101

(Lenski's Index of Status Crystallization) Artz et al., 1971; and Parker and Kleiner, 1966; 19 or 20, 32a, 71 or 75,

responses scaled and coabined by Lenski's, 1954, 100
procedure.




Table 24 (Continued)

- Variable’

Source of Main Question of Rsting and Its Scoring,

1f Not Orisinal

Impulse Expression

Present va, future orientation

“

: . éhoo-el immediate vs. delayed gratification in

#"  spending windfall
' Politice and Raligién
Voting frequency in elections
Religious interest
Interview and Interviewer
| Date of interview
| - Len;tﬂhof interview
Interview reassigned
Interviev validated
Interviewver: Sex is male
Interviewer: Age
Interviewer: Education

. ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

(Laumann's Index of Associational Status Congruence)

Main Question or Rating
Number .

Artz et al,, 1971; and Parker and Kleiner, 1966;

responses scaled by Duncan's, 196la, 1961b, socio-

economic index, as adapted by Stricker, 1972, and
combined by Laumann's, 1966, proceduras.

National Opinion Research Center cited in Erskine,
1964. ‘

Caplovitz, 1963; and Parker and Kleiner, 1966.

Campbell et al., 1960.

Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965.

Parker and Kleiner, 1966.

Parker and Kleiner, 1966.

13; 19, 20, or 21; 72; 111

49

112

-921-

86

Cover Page--Date

—

Cover Page--Time Interview
Began/Time Interviev Ended

Cover Page-~-Validation Check



Table 24 (Continued)

- Source of Main Question or Rating and Its Scoring, Main Question or Rating

Variable
if Not Original ) ‘Number
Interviewer's rating of frankness Artz et al., 1971. ‘ 118 -
Crowne and Marlowe, 1960; questions selected on 55-60

Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability scale--revised
basis of Goldfried, 1964.

variables are shown in parentheses.

)

Note. variables that are algebraically or experimentally dependent on basic

~

-LTT~-

o M4 145
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Table 25

Psychometric Properties of Basic Variables

Intraclass Correlation
between Coders

Number of Percentage Percentage of
Substantive of Coder Editing
Variable Seores Disagreements Whitee Blacks Discrepancies
Corre- Corre~
Whites Blacks Whites Blacks N letion N _lation _ Whites Blacks
Self-report of comparative social standing 214 201 .9 .5 213 . 1.00 201 1.00 .0 .0
Interviewer's rating of social clase 223 203 “ .0 223 ]'..00 203 1.00 .0 .0
Own occupation--Duncan 197 183 21.8 13.1 210 .91 196 .92 5.8 3.9
Own education--years 222 190 2.2 2.4 222 .98 190 1.00 .0 .0
Interviewer's rating of intelligence 222 206 .0 .0 222 1.00 206 1.00 .0 .0
Protestant religious preference 225 203 1.8 .5 226 .97 203 .97 .0 .0
Sex is male 225 206 .4 1.9 225 .98 206 .96 .0 .0
Age--years 221 205 .0 .5 223 1.00 205 1.00 .9 .0
Main support's occupation--Duncan 194 172 14.7 15.0 197 .95 172 .96 .0 1.5
Main suppert’'s education--years 163 146 5.8 2.9 163 .94 146 1.00 .0 .0 B
Friend's occupation--Duncan 202 175 20.9 16.5 203 .93 177 .92 1.3 1.5
Self-report of comparative income and wealth 217 204 .0 .0 217 1.00 204 1.00 .0 .0
Source of income 187 150 .9 1.0 188 1.00 150 1.00 .9 .'0
Own income--in 1000's 204 186 1.3 2.4 203 1‘ 184 1.00 .0 .5

-§21-
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Table 25 (Continued) .
Intraclass Correlation
between Coders
Number of Percentage Percentage of
Substantive of Coder Editing
Variable Scores Disagreements Whites Blacks Discrepancies )
Corre~ Corre~
Whites Blacks #hites Blacks N lation N lation Whites Blacks
Family savings 214 202 .0 .0 214 1.00 202 1.00 .0 .0
Family debts 215 197 1.3 1.0 216 .75 197 1.00 .0 .0
Self-report of comparative influence and power 214 205 .9 .0 214 1.00 205 1.00 .0 .0
!
Decision maker in community affairs 225 202 .0 .0 225 1.00 ‘202 1.00 .0 .0 §
]
Takes active part in local issues 222 203 .9 1.0 223 .98 204 .96 .0 .0
People ask for his/her opinions 225 206 .4 .0 225 1.00 206 1.00 .0 .0
Thinks public officials care about him/her 217 203 ) .9 .0 217 .99 203 1.00 .0 .0
Number of officials or politicians he/she has met 214 198 1.3 1.0 214 1.00 198 1.00 .0 .0
Had contact with cfficials or politicians about something
he/she wanted 225 205 .0 .0 225 1.00 205 1.00 .0 .0
Bumber of organization memberships 211 200 4 2.4 225 1.00 205 .99 5.3 1.9
Number of leadership positions in organizations 210 199 4 .5 225 .99 204 1.00 6.7 2.4
Number of organizations that takes stands on public issues 206 192 1.3 1.9 221,99 198 .99 7.1 2.9
Own occupation--Centers' power 201 193 7.6 3.9 213,93 199 .92 5.3 3.4
Mumber of employees supervised 191 171 2.7 1.0 196 1.00 175 1.00 3.6 2.4
Centers' Class Ldentification measure 223 205 *.0 .0 223 1.00 205 1.00 .0 .0
|
!




Table 25 (Continuéd)

’

. Intraclass Correlation
® : ,» between Coders
Nusber of Percen’ ge Percentage of
\, " Substantive of Maer - . Editing
Variable Scqr ~e Disa_‘sements Whites ¢__ Blacks - Diacrepsnciea
-_: N Corre- Corre~- . T
H::lt:s Blacks ‘- Whites Blacks N lation N -.lation H::ltea‘ Blacks

Thinks of self as baing in a social class 222 196 .0 .0 222 1.00 196+ 1.00- 0 .0
-’ e o~
Believes there are two or more clasges . o 180 169 4.9 4.8 176" 1.00 162 1.00 .0 .0

Says werkers like unione, and busigpssmen do not 218 200 .9 0 218 1.00 20C 1.00 0 .0

—

Belongs to a union . i1 200 2.2 225, .94 205 .96 5.8 1.9

Republican political party preference ’ 201 N 201 186 1.00 .0

Rappiness ‘ ’ .0 223 205 1.00 . .0

Extent of success in life .0 222 206 " 1.00 .0
\

Currcent or last job: Satisfagtion ‘ ‘ ‘ . b ' 214 1.00 - 3.4
Posseasions ' * 4 225 1.00 .5
Number of newspa'p‘era . - 2C . 2. 225 N .29 ‘ 1.5
Number of magazines ( 4.4 . «92 ' 1.5
Yood expenditures ’ ’ - E .0
Hous:lng‘ uxpenditutes X . . 3.9
Renf--actual or estimated ‘

Persons per room

Owmer vs, er of home




Table 25 (Continued) ’

Intraciass Cerrelation
. between Coders

- Number of Percentage" z Percentage of
N Substantive of Coder Editing
. Variable - -, Scores Disagreements Whites Blacks Discrepancies
. Corre- Corre-
. Whites .Blacks Whites Blacks N lation N lation Whites Blacks
Interviewer’s rating of house type ° . 193 190 .0 .0 193 1.00 190 1.00 .0 .0
Self-report of comparative neighborhood quality 0 219 203 .0 .0 219 1.00 203 1.00 .0 .0
Interviewer's ratin f dwelling @rea 224 206 .9 - .0 223 1.00 206 1.00 .0 .0
Census: Median house value for census tract 225 206 A . .0 225 1.00 206 1.00 .0 .0 L
1 ’ e w
. [ d
Census: Median rent for cemsus tract . 225 206 4 1.0 225. .99 206 62 .0 .0 '
Census: Percent deteriorating and dilapidated housing for
census tract . Q 225 206 .0 1.0 225 1.00 206 1.00 - v .0
» .
Number of times unemployed 220 197 L9 2.4 » 218 1.00 197 .99 0 .0
hamber of spare-time activities . 202 194 20,0 13.1 222 .94 204 .95 9.3 5.3
4
Interviewer's rating of grammar 224 201 .0 .0 224 1.00 201 1.00 " .0 .0
Anom?s 224 206 .0 .0 224 1.00 206 1.00 0 .0
Authoritarianism ) 218 205 .9 1.0 218 1.00 205 1.00 .0 .0 :
Congenial vs. economic considerations in choosing a job 224 200 .0 1.0 224 1.00 204 .98 .0 1.9
Personal vs. impersonal factors in getting shead on a job . 219 203 .0 1.0 221 1.00 202 1.00 .9 .0
Personal vs. impersonal things affecting success 215 . 200 .9 1.9 215 .98 200 .96 .0. 0 o

Note. ‘All of the intraclass correlations are significant at the .0l level (one-tailed).

452 , | ‘,
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Table 26

Psychometric Properties of Suppleseatary Variables ~

Intraclass Correlstion
bastween Coders

Mumber of Percentage Percentage of
Substantive of Coder Editing
Variable . Scores Disagreements Whites " Blacks Discrepancies
Corre~ Corre-
Whites Blacks Whites Blacks N _lstion N lation Whites Blacks
Own nationality--Lenski 173 206 4.4 .0 171 1.00 206 .00 .0 .0
Own nationality--Rossi 176 206 4.0 .0 175 1.00 206 .OC .0 .0
Race is black ) 225 206 ' .0 .0 225 .00 206 .00 .0 .0
Interviewer's rating of skin color 225 206 .Q .0 225 .00 205 1.00 .0 .0 ‘ & ‘
r Main support's nationality--Roesi *192 206 2.7 .0 189 1.00 206 .00 .0 0 » |
Other family members' income--in 1000's , 211 186 2.2 2.9 209 1.00 183 1.00 b .5 |
(Owm or family 1ncone—;1n 1000°'s) - 194 172 3.6 4.8 191 1.00 168 1.00 4 1.0 }‘
(Number of successful contacts with officials or politicians) 211 199 4.0 1.5 214 .95 200 .94 . ‘1.8 T .5 |
-(N;.nber of all contacts witlh officials or politicians) 211 199 4.9 .5 214 .96 200 .99 1.3 .0
Centers’ conéervatian-kadiealian scale--revised 124 161 4.0 1.5 123 1.00 161 1.00 E .0 .0
Chapin's Social Status scale--original weights 50 83 3.6 2.9 52 1.00 83 1.00 N 1.0 .
Chapin's Social Status scale-—-Guttman weights 52 83 - 3.6 2.9 56 1.00 83 1.00 4 10
(Reat--actual or estimated—per room) " 194 169 .9 1.5 203 1.00 175 1.00 5.3 4.4
(Nusber of rooms ) . 224 205 4.0 223 1.00 205 1.00 0 .0 -
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Table 26 (Continued)

Variable

Intraclass Correlation
between Coders

Number o. Percentage
Substantive of Coder
Scores Disagreements Whites Blacks
Corre~ Corre-

Whites Blacks

N latiopy N lation

Percentage of
Editing
Discrepancies

Whites Blacks

(Lister's rating of house type)
Interviewer's rating of buflding type-~-private home
Interviewer's rating of building condition

(Lister's rating of dwelling area)

Neighbor's occupation-~Duncan

(Hollingshead's Two Factor Index of Social Positim;)
(Varner et al.'s Imlex of Status Characteristics)
Raised in broken home

Main support was man

Main support's birthplace

Number ‘of a2ll siblings

Own birthplace

Size of community where raised

Length of time in Toledo

Marital status--married

Spouse had income
Broken family

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

e

Whites Blacks

223
193
217
208
208
143
141
225
223
213
218
223
223
222
225
219

224

206
188
203
200
178
125
107
204
194
178
202
206
204
203
204
194

205

10.7
25.3

22.7

.0

.0

12.1

12.1

14.6

1.0

1.5

.5

1.0

.0

.0

1.0

223

193

217

208

208

162

157

225

221

213

219

223

223

224

225

219

225

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
.97
.94
.95
1.00
1.00

1.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

.91

206
188
203
200
180
130
114
205
195
178
201
206
204
203
204
194

203

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

.98

.96

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

1.00

.98

.0 .0
0 .0
.0 .0
.0 .0
4 1.5
&
4.0 1.5 B
4.4 1.5
.0 .0
-0 .5 .
.0 .5
1.3 .5
.0 .0
.0 .0
.9 .0
.0 .0
% .0
4 .0
157



Table 26 (Continued)

Intraclass Correlation
between Coders

Number of Percentage Percentage of
) Substantive of Coder Editing
Variable Scores Disagreements Whites Blacks Discrepancies
Corre~ Corre- .
Whites Blacks Whites Blacks N lation N 1lstion Whites Blacks
Extended family 224 205 .0 1.0 225 1.00 204 1.00 .10. .0
Nonrelatives in home 224 205 .0 1.0 225 1.00 204 1.00 4 .0
(Number in nuclear family in home) 224 205 .4 1.0 225 1.00 204 1.00 4 0
(Number in total family in home) 224 205 4 1.0 225 1.00 204 1.00 .4 .0
(Number of persons in home) 224 205 4 5 225 1.00 205 -1.00 'y .0
Physically punishes child . o 203 193 3.1 1.9 201 .98 196 .97 4 o5
APemits child's aggression towards parent ' 223 206 A -0 223 1.00 206 1.00 .0 .0
Buys on installment plaa 224 206 4 .0 224 1,00 206 1.00 .0 .0
Life insurance policy size 209 185 4 1.5 208 1.00 187 .85 .0 .0
(Spare time activities: Radio and television) . 202 194 .9 1.5 222 .99 204 .98 9.3 5.3
(Spare time activities: Active sports and recreation) 202 - 194 5.8 2.4 222 .96 204 .98 8.9 5.3
Activities in past week: Went to a bar 225 206 .0 .0 225 1.00 206 1.00 .0 .0
Activities in past week: Worked on car 224 203 .4 .5 224 1,00 203 1.00 .0 .0
Activities in past week: Read Bible 225 206 .0 .0 225 1.00 206 1.00 .0 .0
Activities in past week: Sang or played instrument 224 206 A .0 224 1.00 206 1.00 .0 .0
J .0 223 ° 00 206 1.00 .0 .0

Sﬂber of visits with friends 223 206

bt 44




Table 26 (Continued)

/ {
Intraclass Con'elatiqn‘
between Coders ,’ .
Number of Percentage ” Percentage of
Substantive of Coder 4 . Editing
wn Scores Disagreements Whites Bléacks Discrepancies
Corre~ ‘ Corre-
Whites Blacks Whites Blacks N lation N 1lation Whites Blacks
Attendance at organization meetings 204 187 .9 2.4 217 1.00 193 .97 5.8 2.4
Number of favorite television programs 216 198 5.8 4.8 215 .99 194 1.00 .0 .0
Type of favorite television programs: Comedy 201 188 3.1 2.4 215 .96 194 .98 7.1 3.9
Type of favorite television programs: Current affairs and news 201 188 5.3 2.9 215 .92 194 .97 6.2 3.9
Type of favorite television programs: Movies 201 188 4.0 3.4 215 .92 194 .91 6.7 3.9
Type of favorite television programs: Sports 201 188 2.2 1.9 215 99 194 1.00 7.6 3.9
'
=1
First job-—Duncan - 214 198 24.9 22.8 218 .93 196 .96 0 .5 -
'
Age at first job 212 193 .9 1,0 221 1.00 201 1.00 4.0 4.4
Number of jobs held 196 181 -9 1.0 202 1.00 186. 1.00 4.4 3.9
Currently employed full time 215 199 .0 .0 225 1.00 206 1.00 4.4 3.4
Current or last job: Self-employed vs. works for someone else 209 188 - .0 .0 216 1.00 194 1.00 3.1 2.9
Current or last job: Length of time employed 206 187 .9 1.5 213 1.00 193 1.00 3.1 2.9
Current or last job: Chances of advancement 203 18 A .0 211 1.00 195 1.00 4.0 3.4
Current or last job: Extent of skill and talent used 207 18 ' 1.3 N 214 1.00 195 1.00 3.6 3.4
Preferred job for self--Duncan 186 175 16.4 9.2 202 _ .93 188 .97 5.8 3.4
Educational aspiratit;n for self--years 208 201 2.7 3.9 209 .99 203 .99 .0 .0




Table 26 (Continued)

Intraclass Correlation
between Coders

- Numher of Percentage Percentage of )
. Substantive, of Coder Editing ‘
Variable . : Scores. Disagreements Whites Blacks .Discrepancies
. - Corre- Corre-~
Whites B.lacka Whites Blacks N lation -N lation Whites Blacks
Occupational aspiration for son--Duncan " 155 178 3.1 3.4 153 1.00 178 .99 .4 .0 Q
Educational aspiration for son--years 204 204 8.0 1.9 209 T4 204 .98 .0 .0
Expected changes in future income- ’ ‘ 215 189 1.3 .0 215 1.00 189 1.00 .0 .0 1
(Blau and Duncan's -Intrageneration Occupational Mobility score) 15,; 143 29.8 25.2 159 .83 145 .89 N .0 |
(Blau and Duncan's Intergeneration Occupational Mobility score) 133 120 25.8 19.4 145 .88 128 .92 4.0 2.4 L
(Intergeneration educational mobility) 161 137 7.6 3.9 161 .93 137 1.00 .0 .0 $
Intrageneration income mobility L 223 191 4 .0 223 1.00 19i 1.00 .0 .0
(Lenski's Index of Status Crystallizatiom) , 103 113 17.3 7.3 110 .91 121 .99 3.6 2,4
(Laumann's Index of Association§1 Status Congruénce) 133 916 40.4 28.6 148 .81 111 .90 5.3 4.4
Present vs. future orientation . 225 206 .0 5 225 1.00 206 .98 .0 .0
Chooses immediate vs. delayed gsratificatit'm in spending ]
windfall 172 178 4.0 3.9 173 1.00 176 .94 1.3 1.0
Voting frequency in elections } 209 191 N .0 211 .99 191 1.00 .9, .0
Réligious intereést 222 205 .0 .0 222 1.00 205 1.00 N .0
| Date of interview 225 206 9 2.4 225 1.00 206 .99 0 0
}i Length of interview 224 205 £ .0 5 224 1,00 205 1.0;) .0 .0

163
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Table 26 (Continued) o
l
’ﬁ
- |
. - i Intraclass Correlation .
- __betweren Coders )
Number of Percentage . i Percentage of -
- Substantive ¢ of Coder R . Editing
Variable “rnres Disagreements _JWhites . ~ ,Blacks Discrepanéies
. . Corre- '+ Corre- °*
Whites Blacks  Whites blacks N lation N latton wWhites Blacks
Interview reassigned 225 206 .9 .5 225 .97, 206 .98 9 0 -
: .

Interview validated 225 206 .0 1.5.° 22% ~*1.00 205 .88 .0 .L
Interviewer : Sex is male : 225 206 1.8 .0 225 .95 206, 1.00 ° 0 .0
Interviewer: Ae 100 164 .9 1.9 100 .99 164 .98 .0 .0
Interviewer : Education 225 206 .0 1,9 225 1.00 206 .97 .0 0
Interviewer's rating of frankness 221 205 .0 .5 221 1.00 205 1.00 .0 .0
Marlowe-Crowne Sccial Desirability scale--revised 215 200 4 y 5, -+ 215 1,00 200 1.00 .0 .0

Note. All of the interclass correlations, except those of , are significant at the .01 level (one-tailed). Variables that _

are algebraically or experimentally dependent on basic varfables are shown 1n parentheses.
~ 4 i
&
e
iod —

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Internal-Consistency Reliability of Basic Variables

Whites Blacks
Components N Reliability Reliability
Number of organization membersh!ps 211 .15 .13
Possessions 224 .67 .68
Number of spare time activities 202 -.58 -.70

-8¢T1~
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Table 28

Internal-Consistency Reliability of Supplementary Variables

Variable

3

™wm or family income--in 1000's

Centers' Conservatism-Radicalism scale--revised
Chapin's Social Status scale--driginai welights
Chapin's Social Status scale--Guttman weights
Hollingshead's Two Factor Index of Social Position
Warner et al.'s Index of Status Characteristics
Number of all siblings

Number in nuclear family ir home

Number in total family in | ome

Number of persons in home

iarlowe-Crowne Social Desirability scale--revised

Whites Blacks
4Qggggnenca N Reliability N Rellability
2 194 -.04 172 .51
6 124 .50 161 .34
22 50 .57 83 .70
21 52 .66 83 71
2 143 .62 125 .63
4 141 .58 107 .51
2 218 -.03 202 -.10
4 224 .18 205 .15
8 224 .14 205 .03
10 224 .12 205 . -.07
6 215 .33 200 .53

-6€T1-
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Table 29

Percentage of Total Variance Accounted for

by First-Order Factors

S

e

Variance
Factor Whites Blacks
I 18.92 13.42
11 5.3 5.4
I1I 4.6 4-5
1V 3.1 . T
v 3.9 3.2
L2 S 2.6 2.5
VIT 2.2 2.5
VIII 1.8 2.3
IX 1.6 2.1
X 1.5 2.1
XI 1.5 T 1.8
XII 1.3 1.7
XIII 1.2 1.5
X1V 1.2 1.4
XV 1.1 1.4
XV 1.1 1.3
XVIL 1.0 1.1
XVIII .9 1.0
XIX -9
53.8% 54.4%

Total

1'{v




Table 30

Intercorrelations of Obliquely Rotated First-Order Factors

-9t~

Factor Factor
III 1v v VI VII VIII IX X XII XIII X1V Xv XVI XVII XVIII
I 48 .35 .33 44 .28 .16 46 -.27 .20 .41 .33 .06 -.01 .09
II .46 .25 .35 .25 .21 .08 .36 -.28 .15 .28 .38 .10 .02 .07
III .38 .07 25 .38 .10 14 -.29 .16 .16 .10 .18 .08 -.01
v .03 07 .10 .17 .32 A2 -.33 .17 .18 .10 .20 Jd4 -.02
v .22 -.07 ¥ .46 .21 .00 .27 =.12 .36 .27 .20 .18 -.25 .35
VI .16 .19 .06 .12 .15 .38 -.04 .12 .26 .17 .10 -.10 .17
VII .23 .34 .15 .31 .05 A5 -.25 .54 .30 -.02 -.14 .07 .21
VIII .28 .25 .26 .31 .31 13 .10 -.10 .08 -.06 .27 .09 .02
x .26 15+ .12 .17 .33 .18 -.27 .14 .24 .39 .20 .01 .15
X .48 .24 .27 21 .35 .39 .06 -.20 -.12 -.32 .06 =-.27 .01
XI .08 .11 .01 .04 .15 .15 .02 .20 .20 .07 .11 .12 .02 .10
XII .18 .20 .55 .04 .04 .13 .02 -.26 .18 .52 .11 .17 .15 .10
XIII .10 .14 .03 .28 .31 | .17 .22 .18 .28 -.01 .20 .11 .G5
XIv .11 .21 .12 .00 .02 .03 .08 .22 -.14 .10 06 =017 .22 .
Xv .24 .03 .42 -.01 .41 .38 .11 .31 -.11 .16 .10 -.,08 .03
XvI .07 -.14 .18 -.07 -.21 -.17 =-.07 .06 -.30 .14 -.06 -.03 -.18
XVII Jd7 .21 .17 .31 .28 .38 .23 .27 .21 -.16 .13 -.08 -.40
XVIII .25 .29 .23 .13 .53 .30 .21 .34 .27 .02 .36 .27 .14
XIX .03 -,09 .46 .04 .18 .19 .12 .08 -.13 -.27 .30 .08 .30 .09
Note. The intercorrelations 6f the white factors appear above the diagonal those for the black factors below it.

L
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Table 31
Ohliquely Rotsted lLoadings of Rasic Varisbles ea Waite First-Order Facters

Variabls Pactox -

1 I 111 n v vi vix Vil IX X I IXII XII XIv v IvVI WNII Vi Iz
SELF-REPORT OF BOMPARATIVE SOCIAL STANDING _ 10 13 17 =09 ~10 32 -3 00 -8 19, 11 -02 035 -02 -0 l1%-08 O3 32
INTERVIEWER®S RATING OF SOCIAL CLASS 37 12 0s 00 00 -06 00 -03 09 -0l 02 03 08 -10 -14 O1 13 10 80
OWN OCCUPATION-=DUNCAN 44 -00 ~16 O8 03 09 -02 00 0% Ol -O¢ O6 Q4 O6 -07 &2 -~02 O1I @2
Owh EQUCATIUN--YEARS 335 08 02 18 -21 04 -06 03 03 02 -02 -13 03 03 00 O1 -08 -03 47
INTERVIEWER®S RATING OF INTELLIGENCE N 4% -06 -02 00 -09 02 08 02 -08 O -OT -05 O 08 18 03 02 -11 0
PROTESTANT RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE h " <02 14 06 08 O3 03 -03 00 05 € 03 03 -09 Os 08 01 18 10 %N
SEx IS MALE \\ -13 03 ¢35 -0 -0l -02 -i6 Os 10 05 O3 -08 O3 03 -01 -06 O4 OO 33
AGE--YEARS . “10 -0% -25 00 36 00 -11 13 00 06 -13 -05 08 O4 -04 00 03 02 @82
MAIN SUPPORT*S OCCUPATION--JUNCAN 09 -0% -01 03 -02 12 14 14 =01 00 -14 32 01 =-271 0% -00 -12 11 34
MAIN SUPPORT®S EOUCATION--YEARS 00 01 =06 -03 -07 -O7 04 ~13 ©09 06 13 S3 -00 -15 -02 -11 -02 03 ‘a8
5 FRIENO®S OCCUPATION--OUNCAN 46 02 =11 -03 08 -03 Ol =03 -06 -0% 11 =02 =06 09 -19 <01 =-09 -01 &3
SELF-REPORT OF COMPARATIVE INCOME ANO WEALTH 17 05 37 -G3 10 -97 00 06 11 09 03 01 -09 -04 12 -01 -04 -01 @8
SOURCE OF 1NCONE -04 00 O1L -09 14 03 10 02 34 09 0 10 -01 -12 -12 -11 00 10 A
OWN INCONE--IN 1000°S . \ D6 05 32 00 00 01l 00 -04 03 -4 Ol -04 20 14 O7 -0O1 OL 05 &
FAMILY SAVINGS \\ 12 01 @9 -035 %4 -19 -11 -01 07 O1L Os -0 ~-12 O3 01 -03 11 -08 2
.FA!lLV 11113 N 03 06 -15 03 -06 -02 39 -02 -02 -01 -03 O -15 -0% 02 04 00 -0 41

SELF-REPORT OF CONPARATIVE INFLUENCE AND PONER D2 05 o0 -01 12 27 10 OFL 01 O 12 08 -01 -05 00 2% -10 -02 37"
OECISION MAKER IN COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 01 02 -02 03 -0z 08 -12 0% =03 04 33 19 12 08 -10 =03 13 12 49
_ TAKES ACTIVE PART [N LOCAL [SSUES 03 02 05 02 10 -08 =03 70 -07 -02 00 -03 08 -02 -03 -00 -03 03 7
PEOPLE ASK FOR KIS/HER GPINIONS 05 <06 .10 02 -11 05 00 29 14 OL 12 06 08 02 04 18 OT 04 &3
THINKS PUBLIC OFF ICIALS CARE ABOUT MIM/NER 11 00 Bs 03 -01 -03 -00 O+ 11 O 51 064 -10 02 02 -02 00 -09 7
NUMBER OF OFFICIALS OR POLLITICIANS HE/SHE WAS mET 06 09 04 -00 -00 O -22 09 03 -05 -1} =06 o1 =02 -01 O3 -10 231 &7
MAQ CONTACT WITH OFFICIALS OR POLSTICIANS ABOUT SOMETHING HE/SHE WANTEO 01 -07 02 10 06 <07 03 46 -06 -04 27 02 03 09 06 <08 <-05 -01 53
NUMBER OF ORGANIZATION MEMBFRSHIPS -00 03 00 &7 08 03 -0 OV O4 02 O4 0% -0% 00 =03 -01 -O7 -07 7
NUMBER OF LEACERSHIP POSITIONS IN ORGANIZATIONS 04 ~11 -04 5% -10 O0s 05 -0 O3 05 U3 -00 -09 OO0 -01 02 02 17 97
NUMBER OF ORGANIZATIONS THAT TAKES STANDS ON PUBLIC [SSUES 11 03 -06 55 OL 00 09 O4 -0 13 -035 -11 0% =06 =07 <-04 O1 -20 93
UwN OCCUPAFIUN--CENTERS® POWER 00 -10 27 08 ©1 06 -13 -11 51 -0& <07 -01 04 21 -13 =03 -13 o6& T&
NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES SUPERVISED 0L 06 ‘01 -01 0L ~0%5 -09 O3 Ol 03 O -22 00 43 -01 06 O& -vuSs 2o
CENTERS® CLASS IDENTIFICATION MEASURE 2% -06 -02 -11 12 17 11 =00 -07 O 04 O% -03 00 23 -03 -09 -17 S8
THINKS OF SELF AS BEING IN A SOCIAL CLASS 03 -02 11 -03 ©08 O0e Ol -03 -0%5 19 Ol -0% -10 0% 12 03 43 23 4¢
SELIEVES THERE ARE TwOD NR MORE CLASSES -02 04 -03 -03 -01 G0 -04 03 -0% 01 -07 08 o1 -0% 09 06 2 e 43
-03 11 0% 10 O1L 11 -1% -22 00 02 -3 O« O3 -13 03 10 03 -07 32

Q'S WCRKERS LIKE LNICNS, AND BUSINESSMCY 00 NOT
Hﬂléﬁﬁﬂ.

¢
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Table 31 (Continued)

®
. Veriable Factor

1 I I v v VI VIl vII IX X XI XII xIix Xxv XV XVI  XVII XVIII hz
BELONGS TU A UNION . -05 [+]] 235 13 02 -2%5 =10 04 -09 -0 00 -06 oY =24 08 -01 -04 -03 42
REPUBLICAN POLITICAL PARTY PREFERENCE 14 0T -~03 -05 -01 os 02 1 29 4l ~06 -~02 04 14 oL ~10 o8 -15 6l
HAPPINESS 03 02 16 06 -03 24 ~08 -~0¢ -03 [1}] 21 -~1S ol 0 -09 -10 03 -10 34
EXTENT OF SUCCESS IN LIFE . [}} (] 02 14 10 54 ol ~05 -14 -07 -08 ~135 -0&6 ~0& 12 -1 14 os Y0
CURRENT GR LAST JOB: SATISFACTION o7 04 =12 (1]} [}] 15 10 or -01 -~07 01 -ls -14 os -19 10 00 03 19
POSSESS I0NS ‘ 12 03 34 03 -03 -~1¢ 06 -~03 or 02 03 16 -09 03 00 01 o7 02 [ -
NUMBER OF NEWSPAPEFRS ‘ 20 (] 04 -01 " os -28 0 =06 -~1% -07 14 14 =10 -01 -02 02 -05 43
NUMBER CF MAGAZINES ' . ) 11 10 ~09 01 04 07 -05 06 06 -04 12 09 -14 10 00 04 09 -16 40
FOOO EXPENCIVURES -0 -04 27 [ 12 06 3% -0l 03 -12 -~1s 01 -04 os -0s 135 14 -0 T0
HOUSING EAPFNOITURES [ 24 (1] 04 -20 -~04 42 or 02 -12 -03 ol =~12 -~0% -03 -06 =01 [1}] 63
RENT~-ACTUAL OR ESVIMATED 90 23 =07 o0 02 -04 20 -04 -04 =10 09- 04 23 14 12 o1 00 00 T6
PEASONS PFR ROOM =03 -12 46 -09% -1 0s os 06 -16 =01 -~O08 0% -0l 04 -~20 -09 16 -1} 73 ’L -
OWNER ¥S. RENTER OF HOME -15 18 03 [ 37 -04 os or -01 o0 orL -05 -05 -04 o1 18 -04 o6 40 s
INTERVIEWER®S RATING CF HOUSE TYPE 12 35 ~04 -03 12 00 1] . [ 15 -16 -02 -06 o6 -09 03 00 05 =03 [ 14 !
SELF-REPOMT OF COMPARATIVE NE IGHBORMOOD QUALITY ~14 s o6 -0% -03 16 03 ol 00 13 08 <04 02 -05 -07 -04 -02 -02 50
INTERVIEWER®' S RATING OF OWELL ING AREA ’ -04 61 -03 o1 -04 04 10 -05 0 -03 04 ~01 10 <08 -01 =10 [}] 00 ”
CENSUS: MEOIAN HOUSE VALUE FOR CENSUS TRACY 00 52 -05 or 03 -02 0% -03 -~C6 10 -08 01 [}] 16 -~02 -03 -02 04 it
CENSUS:  MECIAN RENT FOUR CENSUS TRACT os L 1] 02 03 06 =11 -04 -G53 -1} 15 -13 -03 0s 26 0l [ 00 o7 70
CENSUS: PERCENT OFTERICRATING ANO OILAPIDATED HOUSING FOR CENSUS TRACT =14 =40 ~07 05 -12 06 1 00 17T -03 11 -0s 10 -02 15 10 12 -03 o2
NUMBER UF TIi ES UNEMPLOYED 03 -03 (1] o0 18 =48 03 03 00 o1 09 -08 -0s 1)} 05 -07 -02 03 N
NUMBER CFf SPARE TIME ACTIVITIES 03 01 -06 -04 -03 07 -24 -01 -~i1 =12 or 0T -13 1l 37 02 15 03 48 '
INTERVIEWER®S RATING UF GRAMMAR 35 -07 -08 00 =-04 -08 00 05 -02 05 -4 02 03 -~08 -~04 17 11 13 56
ANCMIE =07 -i0 -01 -04 00 -~04 os o -1 16 -03 00 04 -~07 32 -0e 0é os 37
AUTHORITARIANISH® ' -05 -02 -03 04 16 s -0 -1 06 4 os oe o6 -09 -08 -0O1 19 -03 21
CONGENIAL vS. ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS [N CHOOSING A JOB 0% -04 -02 os 06 -16 -02 -ls 06 35 22 or 0% -04 os o1 -01 -01 25
PERSONAL ¥S. IMPERSONAL FACTURS IN GETTING AHEAD ON A JuB =03 -02 00 00 06 =14 03 -03 4P OFT 16 02 O1 -~03 -13 17T 02 -12 24
PERSONAL vS. IMPERSDONAL THINGS AFFECTING SUCCESS 12 ~i9 -09 -~01 1] 02 o6 -~08 08 =09 =06 ~-14 oS 09 -06 63 04 06 435

— ~
Jote. These losdings Are sctually corrsletions with refersnce vectors. Decimal Points hevs been omitted.
vy -

o Lo a
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Tabls 32

. Obliquely kotsted Loadings of Basic Varisbles om Black Firse-Order Padtors
. ’ |
7actor ‘
Variasbla _—

X 1n v ST T OVIIl Ix X I X oxmoxv IV XVl ENIl xenrn xix g '

—_— _ - — “

SELF-REPORT NF COMPARATIVE SQCIAL STANDING =02 10 -92 71 08 -03 -10 -0l -03 -04 Ol -03 02 -07 03 -06 -03 00 -05 &4 ‘

INTERVIEWER®S RATING OF SUCIAL CLASS 36 32 02 04 -14 01 18 O 02 -09 00 13 -0} 03 O3 32 02 & 03 8 |
OWN OCCUPATION--QUNCAN 00 17 -03 -05 08 -)2 11 0% -02 .3 06 ~03 11 34 03 -06 10 N9 =13 49
OwN EDUCATION--YEARS =02 43 00 -07 "1 00 02 1% -12 A7 -04 -03 O3 O 0> -04 <03 O3 14 T2
INTERVIENER®S RATING CF INTELLIGENCE 15 37 03 02 -0 -01 02 O+ -02 -0 -02 O4 0¢ 03 O35 00 O¢ 03 O©5 o4
PROTESTANT RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE =03 06 03 -05 13 -04 -04 -i7 02 -0! 05 37 -0l ~14 O3 02 -02 D4 O8 32
SEx L5 MALE 706 -07 -00 13 04 02 28 02 01 -10 O7 -l14 Q0 -02 O ~-12 08 /2 LA 1
AGE-~YEARS 03 -18 -03 -04 -26 08 13 01 19 ~11 13 23 -03 -OL -04 -03 -03 -~0S =05 78
MAIN SUPPURT®*S OCCLPATIUN==CUNC AN 11 -0 03 -035 -08 16 02 -C% =10 45 02 03 -07 77 03 -03 O3 -13 @0 Ss
MAIN SUPPORT'S EQUCATION--YEARS 02 10 -12 -09% 00 60 -18 -03 0s 3 -0 00 -03 -04 -01 =07 [} } 04 [ .3 62

FRIEND'S OCCUPATION- -DUNCAN 0% 03 u3 -09 -05 -03 -02 -0l -08 03 Ol -0 -0a 09 G1 OV TS 39 ~-yF 17 ! N

SELF-REPORT OF COMPARATIVE [NCOME AND WEi.TH 11 -0y 03 38 10 o1 04 -01 -03 03 08 -07 04 -0l -03 <05 -10 21 oL 33 "."
SOURCE OF 1NCONE 01 i1 -6 -1l 04 -09 75 04 -02 -IS 08 -08 -0 -02 =13 12 <-03 -4 -03 TO F

OuN INCCME-=IN 100C*S 12 06 w5 11 1D i3 33 -07 12 12 -0y -08 -0 17 -01L -02 02 @6 17 61
FAMILY SAVINGS 04 035 -0Z -04 -0% 32 15 -03 04 08 02 -l4 ~-08 03 -04 -04 -03 O8 ~-O1 122
FAMILY CEbTS . 00 03 -15 09 0¢ -16 11 08 26 0% 33 -0l 03 -08 OL 09 04 -07 Qs ot
~ SELF-REPORT OF COMPARATIVE [NFLUENCE AND pOWER -01 os 02 62 -0 0 -06 [} 02 -0t -03 02 02 -1ié 10 -92 -bs or 03 ss
. DECISION MAKER IN COMMUNLTY AFFALKS 03 -Cl 02 28 06 01 06 .0 -03 00 -05 09 -03 13 -12 03 O4 -1 0% ¥
VAKES ACTIVE PART IN LUCAL ISSUES ~08 08 01 -02 -08 -03 01 72 064 -05 04 ~04 -04 O7 -08 O -09 -0Z -0l &9

PEOPLE ASK FOR HIS/HER CPINIONS
-01 -01 o3 o8 -06 63 -01 b L] o7 -~04 00 -03 -0l 09 12 11 06 -11 -01 39

THINKS PUBLIC CFFICIALS CAP’ ABOUT HIm/HER )
00 -13 Q0 23 Q0 o¢ =31 23 0s 03 -02 04 -~13 06 -06 o7 02 24 -°~\ 37

NUMBER OF GFF'_ ALS OR POLITICIANS HE/_HE HAS mttT
-03 -0z -02 -01 00 17 or 02 02 -~06 &9 g -~05 -07 -1t -0l 00 36 ~08 5%

HAC CONTLIT wWiTh CFFICIALS G POLITICIANS ABOUT SOMETHING ME/SHE WANTEQ
' -10 -03 -0s 08 Q3 04 (1} 30 (1 06 03 -04 -02 14 -0¢ 02 12 =12 (1} 2¢

NUMBER OF CROANIZATION MEM_ RSHIPS 09 €3 02 04 02 70 -10 03 -0 02 0Y O3 03 -02 0% -04 OF 0% -03 @0
NUMBER Of LEADERSHIP POSITIONS IN ORGANIZATIONS 13 13 -01 01 -01 23 -06 02 0% 02 -0 02 32 -08 -26 =06 10 13 -1 ¢
NUMBER OF CQRGANIZATIONS THAT TAKES STANDS ON PUBLIC 1SSUES 10 -08 o7 -0% 0% el -12 06 =04 -0i 11 -11 -05 o6 14 0% ~-i1 -0 02 &2
OWN OCCUPATIUN--CENTFRS® POWER 00 -16 10 00, 06 03 07 02 -02 03 30 -32 23 24 -04 -J2 -f. Q03 Q% 3¢ .
NUMBER OF EMPLUYEES SLPERVISED 07 -04 O o:., o1 -10 -08 -97 -03 -09 -01I ~-13 19 14 G 08 -0 02 O V0
CENTERS® (LASS ICENTIFICATION MEASURE =01 -01 02 29 -08 -1l 06 -0l ~09 05 -14 12 08 09 O3 -NDa Q1 -23 =07 28
’xh““s UF SFLF AS DCING IN A SOCIAL CLASS 10 -04 02 -o{‘s 0% 07 -10 06 00 A7 -17 ¥ :1 00 39 Q3 O ~-ta Q' 28
E Y tves tHERE Are twC CR MORE CLASSES H: 09 -oe l;o -06 12 -12 -1' i1 -0 -0s 02 02 -06 € 035 01 -02 -10 s
et WCMKERS LIKE UNICNS, AND BUSINESSMEN DO NOT =12 -09 02 -I3 02 28 13 ~-10 -05 Ol 00 <-06 -04 O 'o~ 13 03 01 02 24 ‘/I }?

/ / j » : " - 3 s
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Teble 32 (Coutinued)

Yoctor
Varieble I - I
PO § S § § S + AN VI VIl VIl IX X XX XII X1l XKV AV XVI XVII OVIII  RIX nl
BELONGS TC A UNIUN 13 -07 -08 -06 20 09 12 15 -13 -13 -17 03 -07 -08 11 ,-17 04 Ol 06 o7
REPUBLICAN PGLITICAL PARTY PREFCRENCE -06 08 05 -02 04 -07 -21 -08 02 07 33 44 =07 13 10 =51 1sa -0%5 Ol &0
HARPFINESS 60 -01 =05 1% =02 03 =13 -12 02 -03 04 04 04 =03 =00 11 08 ST -06 4
EXTENT OF SUCCESS IN LIFE 10 -15 60 18 -11 -0 0& =01 -1l 08 00 13 -02 13 -06 0% 14 24 03 4}
CURRENT N LAST JOB: SATISFACTION -07 -09 08 11 -10 -03 22 -10 00 14 -01 06 -02 =10 12 0i ~-14 17T -2% S1
. POSSESSIONS ’ 00 05 -01 00 12 17 17T -01 20 1. ~08 =10 05 -0¢ 09 05 12 €1 -07 &7
NUMBER CF NFWSPAPERS -20 11 04 0% -13 -02 03 1e¢ -00 12 1 -064 03 -16 O 00 -02 oO1 1t 27
NUMBER CF MAGAZINFS . 06 14 03 -08 04 13 06 12 -05 12 25 -04 06 ~20 -02 09 -04 <-00 ~-0&4 42
FCUD EXPENDITURES 05 -03 -00 02 64 02 11 00 09 06 02 318 0Z O7 -04 00 ~08 -06 00 68
HOLSIKG EXPENDITURLS . 18 17 1% <09 07 -19 -02 08 39 06 -08 -l11 03 -12 04 =02 14 -04 -08 &3
RcNT--KCTuAL Ok ESTEMATED - 04 -01 13 -03 173 -06 -04 02 9 06 Ol 04 =06 02 Ol 04 -12 05 O T3
i PERSONS PLR ROCM ‘ -tz 00 01 03 Y4 01 02 -10 -01 -11 03 17 -01 04 -07 03 -01 -0L -1 T
OWMER VS, RENTER OF HOME 07 -03 09 02 -01 €9 05 06 56 -12. 00 4 08 -01 12 00 -01 o1 -04 e :;
INTERVIFWLRYS RATING OF HOUSE TYPE 67 14 -0%5 -01 -0%5 11 Q5 -10 09 O1 -01 Ol 00 03 -01 O =01 00 -08 T¢ ﬁr'
SELF~P PUKT UF COMPARATIVE NEIGHBORHODO QUALITY 3 -12 -01 00 08 -02 -07 02 02 15 =03 52 9% -0l =14 =0 ~-1% -0 -II 4%
INTERVIEWFR®S @ATING CF OwWELL ING AREA 89 15 04 Ol .-07 04 -06 -11 03 -04 -0OL =05 02 09 -O7 00 O7 o1 o8 7%
CENSUS: METTAN HLLSE VALUE FOR CENSUS TRACT -03 02 ®2 -02 -02 04 02 02 01 -7 -G1 ©3 02 -08 =-01 Ol OL -0 00 00
CENSUS:  MEDIAN RENT FLR CENSUS TRALT 05 03 48 01 -02 =03 -06 -04 11 11 02 02 -02 -1 ~-12 -05 g8 00 08 S7
CENSUS: PERCENT UTTIRICKATING AND DILAPIDATED HOUSING FOR CENSUS TRACT 02 -07 -64 -04 -04, -06 00 -02 -01 16 04 -0s Ol -07 Ol -0 -02 O1. 04 62
NUMBER OF TIVES UNt MPLOYED . =05 01. 01 -02 -09 -01 €O -G2 02 05 -06a 11 06 09 -05 =05 -17 -04 &8 53
NUMBFR OF SPARL TIrE ACTIVITIES - or oa" -02 14 03 26 -0 -0& -02 o7 07 =-10 =~01 ol 03 12 02 -11 -0% 26
INTCRVIEWLRYS RATIAG GF LRAMMAR 65 &% 04 13 05 -04 10 -05 00 09 -01 15 -00 -12 =-02 -0% 00 =11 03 &6
ANCHIE 09 -0 02 17 00 O1 10 -c$ -20 -03 U8 -27 00 -22 -02 -10 13 -}8 ~08 24
AUTHORETA™ (AN SH ¢3 11 04 0% 18 -11 -12 90 62 06 -02 58 -09 04 OF 14 -05 02 08 42
CUNGENIAL ¥S. ECONDMIC LUNSTIUERATIONS N CHOUSING A JO8 07 -06 -06 -08 04 O7 -03 ti -gz 00 ~O7 OO0 OS5 49 -03 -03 06 -06 09 29
, PERSONAL ¥S. [MPERSONAL #ACTURS IN GETTING AHEAD ON A JO® 05 -0F -04 -C3 09 -04 04 =04 -21 11 OF7 24 01 =16 Ol 32 10 08 13 2
PERSUNAL™ vS. IMPSRSINAL THINGS AFFECTING SUCCESS -03 -01 n5 -06 03 @1 03 O 07 -0 00 21 04 01 11 ST 11 11 =06 o3 »

—_— L

Note. These loadings ere actuslly correlatione with réferencs vectors. Becimal pointe heve been omitted.




Table 33 -

Estimated Obliquely Rotsted Loadings of Supplementery Verisbles on Whits First~Order Factors
-

- Tactor

Verisbls 2
1 I I v v Vi Vil vII1 IX ) ¢ I X1 11 IV Vv XVI  Xvil Xviil b

OMN NRATIONMAL I TY--LENSKI . - A 13 18 -7 0% -0% <02 <04 13 0a 31 -05 13 -03 00 -~04 -12 o8 -06 30
OWN NATIONALLTY--RLSST 12 18 -16 0r -03 04 -02 12 oe 20 -1} 13 -03 =03 =03 /-IO 04 =12 30
RACE 1S BLACK . 00 00 00 00 00 [+{] (1] 00 00 00 00 00 06 00 00 ) 00 00 00 00 -
- INTERVIEWER®S RATING fIF SKIN COLOK 00 [-]] 00 00 00 [+{4] 00 00 00 00 00 00 (1] ] “, 00 00 00 00
MAIN SUPPURT®S NATIUNALITY--ROSSI 19 15 ~-12 04 GO -02 -0%5 10 o0& 20 -1} \01 07 -03 -07 -13 03 -0 29
GrnER FAPILY MEMRERS' [NCOME--In 1000°'S 14 -19 ﬁo 10 -0t 06 04 10 -0s oF -0%5 -ie 10 62 02 i -1s 10
10N OR FAMILY INCGME--IN 10CO'S) . 0 03 0f -01 -02 -01 -03 07 -06 04 -09 20 2: 13 -0 00 00 74
INUMBER (OF SUCCESSFUL CONTALTS witH OFFICIALS OR P(;UHCIINSi -03 -04 06 (2] 0% -2 -10 33 ol <13 23 03 i 0% 10 -0% -0e -0 35 .
{NUMBER OF ALL CONTACIS Witk CFFICERLS OF pnLITICIANS) -3 ot 03 -@e 04 -11 0s 6l -05 -03 33 13 ] ] 011// 22 -26 ~10 -10 [}
CENTERS® CONSERVATISM-RALICALISM SCllE‘-REVlS.H) . 18 -2 05 -0% oe 10 02 -02 10 0% =07 04 =01 y‘ o4 ~i¢ =12 =11 &4
CHAPIN'S SGCLAL STATUS SCALE--OMILINAL WEIGHTS 10 34 -39 08 13 20 -49 -13 23 -43 -20 29 280 Ol -6 34 -03 08 38
CHAPIN®S SOCIAL STATLUS SCALE~-GUTTMAN WE IGHTS 15 1t -21 17 20 "8 -43 -3} 40 =22 -4l 21 3% 17 -20 43 o 15 26
(RENT-~ACTUAL OR ESTIMATEC--PER RQUM) 0s 24 -08 -0O7 04 ~05 03 -03 -09 -1} 12 0 1 13 i -0 0, =03 e
{NUNBER OF ROONS) -10 06 00 to 08 -04 ll‘ 0s 13 -1l 02 Gz =03 o8 [-F4 19 -6 -0t 0 p.-
(LISTER'S RATIKG OF WCUSE TYPE} 1t J3e o6 -08 0% -1 00 -04 00 -02 03 o1 0s 02 -04 -04 04 02 [ 23 $
INTERVIEWCRTS RATING CF BUILDING TYPE--PRIVATE HOmE 13 28 04 -06 18 02 13- 18 02 -12 -02 -0 -0 -03 ~-is 11 ~-19 -12 33
INTERVIERLR®S RATING GF BUILOING CONDITION 14 ib ~t3 <03 16 ~09 -11 -O7. 02 -080 i& -10 -02 -04 -03 02 25 03 33
CLISTER'S RATING CF DwELL ING AREAR) 06 44 04 -02 14 -X% -02 -04 03 =04 c3 06 -04 o1 -13 -p5 -~-05 [ 13 &
NEIGMOOR'S OCCUPAT ION-~DUNC AN ! 03 3 04 0s 06 -¢35 -02 -03 -02 03 -o0i 19 02 -ii 02 -03 ol 16 L1}
(HGLL INGSHEAD S Twr FACTOR INCEX UF SCCIaL pOSITION) LY] or -20 20 -t1 4% 03 -0l it 22 -09 00 02 2% -0& -01I -0} 0 OO0
IMAANER ET AL.*'S INDEX OF STA{US CHARACTERISTICS) 29 13 -13 09 14 O7? 11 ~08 21 oO7 -03 O3 -02 O& -03 -~04 O O3 @Y
RALSED iN RRUOKEN MCME ¢ -12 03 0s 0s 00 -04 -07 00 03 -0s o6 <03 -00 o o1 -08 «3 =03 (-1
MAIN SUPPLRT wAS FAY 14 02 -1y -01 -0O7 i 04 07 -0& ol -12 -12 12 -080 -03 0? -1} (2] P
MALY SUPPIRTYS BIRTHPLACE B 12 -01 03 -i0 -080 -1i9 02 e 03 1 3] (] ] 19 -13 -00 17 -6 04 -0 %
ANUMPER CGF ALL SIALINGS -9 or -08 =~09 -03 ce ol 07 -11 ~-ie6 ot -o?7 03 ol -07 -12 -io -01 22
Own BIRTSPLALE ’ 23 -03 -~02 ot -12 -is -07 10 -0t 0% -0l ol 0s -03 03 -0¢ 13 21 17 R
SiZe 2F COMMUYITY wHruF RASEPR ol -o08 03 03 -06 03 o -09 -02 -~23 00 2t -01 -1% -C% 09 -is O9 21
LENnGTR UF TiME IN LLELO -0 -~09 -2% 04 36 % -09 14 02 -13 -i4 (] 20 ~19 -0 04 ~13 =01} 33
PARLITAL STATUS--MASR{ST -20 o8 74 -08 -06 =02 =~i8 “ 0% 10 o? 12 -3 0% it -07 -1o o* -04 "
SPOLSE HAL [NCUM: -0% 21 18 07 -0 -¢s '] ] o1 02 9 0% ~02 -i4 12 12 -0% -02 -23 21
ERLKEN FARPUILY -04 17 -31 0y =i -8 33 -12 -01 00 1% 12 -¢4 i1 -04 01 =07 =01 34
FETENLED PARGL - (1} 00 =04 -~09 ~-il [ 1 03 o® -09 <~i4 -0% ~0I 05 -09 -0V 0 -t =02 o
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Table 33 (Continued)
Tactor
vartable 1 Ir I Vo oyr VID yIIr IX X XI XII XIII XIV XV XVI YVl XVIII hl
NONRELATIVES [N HOMF - 00 02 =15 01 -09 04 -03 -10 -04 -06 -03 O3 -02 Ol -10 08 02 11 09
INUMBER 1N WUCLEAR FAMILY [N HOME ) -09 -09 46 -03 -07 C4 24 10 -13 -06 -10 03 -06 11 =21 -04 17 -16 @6
(NURBER IN TOTAL FANILY IN HOWE) 09 -09 46 -(L4 -08 06 24 10 -14 -08 ~-11 05 -06 10 -22 -04 15 -1s 7
(NUMBER CF PERSIINS [N ROME) 09 -09 43 -04 -~08 06 24 10 -14 -00 -11 05 -06 10 -23 -03 15 -1 @7
PHYSICALLY RUNISHES ChILD -10 -01 -0r -04 00 CO Ol O02- -OT OO0 -0l -08 04 O6 OO O9 0 02 OY
PERMITS CHILC'S ACGRESSION TOWARDS PARENT 19 -13 -08 15 03 -20 17 -05 03 -07 -04 Q6 -0% <-08 -02 -i2 ~-14 ~-08 21
BUYS ON INSTALLWENT PLAN 03 -2 27 0% -28 00 O1L O& -11 OF 01 -01 OO0 -1% -07 -03 12 20 43
LIFE INSURANCE POLICY SIZE 06 03 10 04 -10 06 035 -08 13 <-06 035 -01 12 18 -04 <04 <-0%5 00 &)
(SPARE TIME ACTIVITIES: RADIO AND TELEVISION) -06 06 -03 ~10 -06 O7 -10 -08 =-1% <05 -0l O3 €0 O7 31 ~09 0% oOF 21
(SPARE TIME ACTIVITIES: ACTIVE SPORTS AND RFCREAT[ON) 13 06 19 -09 -16 03 -1T 06 -12 -34 27 OF -19 18 18 -0l Ol -07 e
ACTIVITIES IN PAST wEtk: wENT TU A RAR -0L €60 03 -02 -28 -i3 -03 06 O8 -13 11 19 09 -21 -0l =12 -21 O 2%
ACTIVITIES IN PAST WEEK: WORKED ON CAR -0z 10 32 -12 -13 -03 -13 Os -02 03 04 01 02 -62 035 -04 05 11 10
ACTIVITIES [N PAST wrtK: RFAD BIBLF =17 04 -14 -03 11 16 02 04 -02 02 O -04 -06 13 -11 04 11 -15 28 '
ACTIVITIES IN PAST WwrEK: SANG OR PLAYED INSTRUMENT ~06 02 -0% 0% -is 11 00 -11 -01 02 20 21 07 =11 09y -05 -02 O} 19 .":
NUMBER OF VISITS WiTW FRIENDS 00 1T -13 -13 -20 C8 -06 ~-09 O 06 22 11 14 -10 B4 Ol 02 o4 23 ]‘
ATTENUANCE AT OWGANIZATION MEETINGS B -15 H -10 47 -0% 09 ¢cC} o7 17 Q2 10 21 -13 =08 -02 =06 ~1% =07 49
NUMBER ©CF FAVORITE TELFVISION PROGRAMS ~06 00 ~20 -12 -10 0% Of 080 04 02 10 19 -13 -0T 1l& -07 00 -0 2%
TYPE OF FAVORITE TeLEVISIGN PROLRANS: COMEDY -14 -11 -06 -0O¢ 19 ol -00 ' -14 19 01 -0s4 20 -00 03 -03 12 15 02 2%
TYPE OF FAVHRITE THLEVISION PROGRAMS: CURREMT AFFAIRS AND NEwS =05 19 -03 02 17 07T 06 -03 -1l -04 -06 -~19 =29 1& 10 -1 12 -08 25
TYPL OF FAVORIIE TeLEVISION PRULRANS: MOVIES -0 06 03 -12 -22 08 19 08 -12 -08 Ol -0) -09 O4 12 09 -086 -08 21
TYPE OF FAVORITF (fLEVISIUN PROGRAMS: SPORTS 03 04 11 05 Ce 11 -03 -06 -22 -24 02 O09 -0l -02 02 -0% 0% -1 34
#ERST JOR--TUNCAN 26 09 ~19 0% -13 07 ¢3 07 O 04 Ol 12 10 15 -12 10 -03 -06 47
AGE AT FIRST joA t17 10 -3 0% -09 15 04 03 -03 -02 -19 -23 02 15 03 Qa8 09 -03 20
NUMBER UF JUBS HELI . -05 -02 18 -03 .3 -37 -O07T -06 03 12 08 03 -09 05 -04 -03 <04 05 23
CUKRENTLY t#PLOYEC FuLL TIMF 13 -12 %2 -04 -~19 -16 -07 (0 -04 -08 12 =12 -00 13 14 -1 06 =05 9
CURRENT OR LASY JOR: SELF-EMPLOYED vy, WORKS FOR SOMEONE ELSE -09 -0% 10 00 -01 00 Ol -04 9S4 00 -0% 19 06 =11 =19 -1s ~i4 15 o6
LUMRENT O LAST JUR: LENGTH UF TIME EmPLOYED -12 -18 ! 04 53 -14 -20 16 13 -0¢ -0% 01 -03 -05 OO0 -16 -13 ~03 39
CURRENT Cu LAST JOB: CHENCES OF ADVANCED N/ 98 15 -20 17 -2% .. 19 -01 1% 02 -0l -12 -06 -0} -~06 Ol <-05 13 43
CURRENT OR LAST JOP: EXTENT OF SKiLL AMD TALENT yUSED 10 -11 0 08 22 15 -cT o08 ~02 02 -2 -07 O C3 02 -0 00 Q2 24
PAEFLRREL JOR 3R SELF--DUNCAN 40 -05 -13 04 ©05 05 -10 02 01 Ol O1 08 -01 10 0 -06 03 -08 3
EOUCATIGNAL ASPIRATILK §0R 5cik--vears le 53 10 -07 -07 ¢2 -08 -0 08 -03 00 10 -02 ©Os -07 13 00 -08 32
09 10 -12 -19 12 -06 -02 -11 =01 <-04 10 -03 -10 4 <-01 09 07 -02 19

QL(.‘if}lmnn ASPIAATIIN FOR SCN-- YUNCAN
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Table 33 (Comtimued) B

Verfable 2
* I Il I ™ A\ Vi vii viir Ix X XI XII XIII XIv XV XIVI XVII XVIII W

EDUCATIUNAL ASPIRATION FOR SON--YEARS

. -0% 16 -11 =139 02 o902 -12 ¢ 05 <03 -24 -03 -02 11 o 11 12 -080 -06 23 *-

EXPECTED CHANGES IN FLTURE [NCOME 09 06 18 06 -33 06 13 -13 -12 00 ©OF O1 -12 05 17 -04 09 -09 s2 l

_ {BLAU AND DUNCAN®S INTRAGENFRATION DCCUPATIONAL MOBILITY SCORE) 27 ou. -0l 12 22 60 08 -14 08 07 -14 01 -12 -09 -02- 05 o5 0% 2% |

' (BLAU AND TUNCAN'S INTLRGENERATION OCCUPATJONAL MOBILITY SCORE) 42 03 -0% -01 035 03 -10 -24 05 02 O7 -66 -13 52 -27 18 26 -15 esl; _ ° 1

(INTERGENERATION ECUCATIONAL ®QO8ILITY) 3 -01 13 09 -05 07 -13 %& -15 04 -22 -73 12 31 06 11 o0l -10 7% |

INTRAGENERATICN INCOME MOBILITY 17 -04 33 02 -30 -0¢ 02 O7 -17 -12 06 =-11 09 O1 18 =02 -GS -03 7 1

. (LENSKE®S [NCEX OF STATUS CRYSTALLIZATION) 16 =10 11 ~-12 00 -12 -03 25 -09 -01 -04 -0¢ 12 -0&4 OO -04 -08 =08 13 |

(LAUMANN®S [NUEX OF ASSOCIATICNAL STATUS CONGRUENCE) =09 -16¢ 04 -14 04 O -03 -01 -08 -02. 10 16 10 -08 0 N 0% 12 2% “

. PRESENT Vs, FUTURE ORIENTATION ~07 V0 -20 -02 06 -~-11 11 -0%5 01 -0%5 -0¥ O7 06 02 -05 09 o3 16 29 ' |

CHOOSES IMMECIATE vS. PELAYED GRATIFICATION IN SPENDING WINOFALL 0% =02 =10 =01 13 18 -04 -0% -06 02 OL 11 -09 -11 10 -12 00 10 24 "_, . |
VOTING FREQUENCY IN ELECTIONS A 10 -04 ©0¢ 035 31 -14 -07 15 13 -04 -06 08 -03 -O7 -08 O3 O -19 "0 &
RELIGICUS INTEREST ? ) 03 06 -0% ~02 08 164 -05 11 -10 <15 O7 -28 ~0%5 12 -02 -0% {4 7;1» 24 !

DATE OF InTERVIEW -00 -18 -02 -0 07 03 08 -01 10 -19 -p3 12 -07 -Of 19 11 00 0% 2%

LENGTH OF INTERV(Ew i . <06 02 -0 05 10 ©01 04 -06 O3 -1} -08 -0l =10 10 0% =02 -13 -05 &9

INTERVIEW REASSIGNFU =06 -10 -02 -06 12 10 -05 00 -0% -10 00 ~06 -15 13 19 08 03 03 19

INTERVIEW VALIDATFC

07 -06 O7 -12 -16¢ 00 ©OI O+ 10 ~¢3 -11 -03 03 02 -12 08 -01 03 -1
INTERVIENERS  SEX 1S MALE .

11 =15 07 07 13 -12 1 -12 17 o0& 13 10 -08 02 -23 06 11 12 20
] - .
INTERVIEUER: AGE 00 24 11 <13 02 =20 -24 =03 16 -19 11 <-10 =~0% 14 ~-13 <03 -22 -0% 39
INTERWI" _R:  EOUCATION =01 -16 =04 08 04 =21 i1 05 13 08 20 ~-02 -06 18 -7 -l1é 00 -i* 24 :

INTERVIEWER®S RATING GF FRANKNFSS Ot -08 09 -03 -04 09 -03 O -16 O1 13 15 OL 00 22 =16 02 -0, 19

MARLOWE-CHUMNE SUCEAL CESIRABILITY SCALE--REV]SED -0l -04 00 -03 31 09 -07 Ol 04 -04 <-03 -25 04 O7 -18 16 10 00 20
Note. These loadings ere actually correlations with reference vectors. Varisbles that are slgebreically or exparimentelly dependent on basic verisbles sre shown in parcatheses. Decimal points have been .
€
omitted. .
. > *
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Table 34

Estimated Obliquely Rotated Loadings of Supplemshtary vVarfables on Black Tirat-Order FPactora

Tactor
Varfable
I II  IIr IV vV VI VI VI IxX x XI NI Ml Xv o XV XVI IVII XVIII KIX b2
OWN NATIONALITY-~LENSK] - 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 OO0 00 00 OO0 OO0 OO0 OO 00O 0O OO OO0 OO0 OO
OWN NATIONALITY--RCSST 00 (114} '00 00 00 6 00 00 00 [} 20 00 00 00 00 00 oo 00 00 [}
l 'R;Ck IS BLACK 00 00 00 00 00 co 00 00 [+ 1] 00 00 00 00 [ 00 00 00 00 00 00
INTERVIENER®S RATING LF SKIN CG’OR 17 18 -15 -08 10 0s 07 -o07 03 13 -03 01 -09 08 -04 <04 11 -02 -17 21
B MAIN SUPPCRY'S NATIONALITY--ROSSI N 00 ©o ‘ 00 00 00 00 of 00 00 00 00 00 00 0G0 OO0 00 ©O0 O00 OO0 OO0
_ OTHER FAMILY MEMBERS® INCOME-~IN 1000°S oy -01 -09 -00 -03 18 11 -1 10 264 -06 -19 -08 00 -01 0z o8 os -1 30
(ONN OR FAMILY INCCME-~IN [000°'S) -0%5 04 -03 -02 02 21 23 -09 10 18 ~-13 ~19 -09 19 -07 oO1I o0 15 09 72 .
(NUMBER Ut SUCCESSFUL CUNTACTS wiTH GFFICIALS OR pPOLITICIANS) - ~09 -05% -10 14 o7 [ ] o1 26 (24 (/1] o7 i1 02 03 -1} 17 Il1 =27 14 48
(NUMBER OF ALL CONTACTS wITH QFFICIALS OF POLITICIANS) -11 -02 -,‘5 12 12 07 04 41 11 -02 00 02 -01 17 -17 03 12 -3 0s 50
CENTERS® CONSERVATISM-RADICALISM SCALE-~REVISEOD 13 ll‘ -13 -1% -04 12 -0 -o07 21 3y -17 os 11 o -07 0% -02 -0) o 3
CHAPIN®S SOCEAL STATUS SCALE--ORIGINAL WEIGHTS 03 20 10 -15 -28 34 16 u 15 27 15 -06 -0%5 -17 06 -~10 02 -10 00 04
CHAPIN®S SOGIAL STATUS SCALE--GUTTMAN WEIGHTS (24 29 a =11 -3 12 23 09 a7 o7 ol 00 <02 -10 16 -16 0% -1) 03 [ 3] '
fRENT==ACTUAL OR FSTIMATED--PER ROOM) ) -21 10 27 -03 -o8 -10 -1) o7 te -07 -02 -01 -10 [ 03 08 -03 20 16 n :
INUNBEA OF ROONS ) e 11 -1% =09 -04 u 13 0% -0 50 14 ~07 04 -0) 02 o1 -09 -01 -~11 ~-12 4“4 ’f
(LISTER®S RATING OF nOULSE TYPED 45 02 o7 ol -03 13 10 -17 02 -07 -05 -00 07 00 06 <02 -01 04 o 53
INIERVIEnEﬂ'Vs RATING OF BUILDING TYPF--PRIVAIE HOME 28 04 -08 03 16 os 06 ~-09 37 os o1 [} 04 o4 -09 -15 04 -21 02 46 s
INTERVIEWER®S RATING CF BUILOING CCNOITION 45 13 -~07 00 -23 -02 -07 -0l 08 -07 -0& 02 -0l al 071 -03 o6 22 02 52
(LISTER®S TATING OF OMELLING AREA) 47 -Q¢ [-}] 01 03 16 05 -1% 00 -03 -~02 -01 00 o7 10 03 0é ol [} 49 J
NEIGHBON'S OCCUPATION-~-OUNCAN 03 -07 11 00 -16 08 -01 -0 o8 22 06 -0+ 00 oS 10 21 -0) o8 -03 34 i
MOLL INGSHEAD®S Tw(l FACTUR [NOEX OF SOCIAl POSITION} 10 ‘ll -01 -21 10 =11 18 24 -1 10 26 03 (-1} 3 =02 07 11 08 -32 12
(WARNER ET AL.*S INDEX (')f STATUS CHARACTERISTICS) 64 11 =06 -24 10 -13 18 oL -09 -09 19 -0 10 45 -13 15 17 16 ~17 13
RAISEQ IN BROKEN »OME -06 -07 -n? -03 -0% -04 ~10 00 15 03 09 "‘05 09 ~-17 -0 -07 02 -01 03 je3
MAIN SUPPLRT wWAS MaAN 04 0" 14 0L ~15 04 03 08 -180 -20 .1 06 -19 18 -0& 1& -02 15 13 28
MAN S UPPURT'S BIRTHPLACE -03 23 ~le 02 -08% 04 4 -04 -08 22 -16 -1% =08 -10 0% -21 -01 -20 -0V 29
. NUMBER OF ALL SIBLINGS 12 19 04 0é o8 -22 -01 [ ] o6 -1& 06 05 -le& 12 -l4 -1 -01 ~08 02 20
OWN BIRTHPLACE . =02 235 02 -09 -04 06 04 -09 -09 O7T Q6 -20 -10 -04 -04 =24 =08 -02 -02 3¢
S11t OF CUPMUNITY WwHERE RAISED -02 -Q8 -03 -01 -~10 o6 -08 06 -08 24 -00 -19 20 -~13 22 09 -~06 -14 03 n
LENGTH OF T1imt IN TOLEDU 0% -05 -03) -04 -1¥ (] 02 ol 18 -12 21 [-}] 0 ~16 0‘2 i1 -1 -02 =08 24
MARITAL STRATUS-=MASR|E( -03 09 20 03 2¢ -06 13 -12 O7 -10 -09 ~04 03 -6 13 14 GC? o5
” SPOUSE HAD INCCME ' -03 0s 00 (1] o7 -0% 1e (] ] 0 -19 -11 -14 10 -04 13 03 -~14 24
BRCKEN FamiLY Y . ’ by o7 21 03 -35 -~00 04 13 -~-o% 14 oL -0 -~03 09 -09 ~14 -12 53
: * -0% -09 oY -G. 00 -0 24 15 =02 20 -03 o4 06 03 02 -10 ~12 24 1 8 8

Eﬂc‘snlemeo FANILY ' .
e . O




Table 34 (Comtinued)

[E l(::matlonnt ASPIRATICN FOR SCN--DUNCAN
Prarrereoiiosi v I8

Pactor
Varisble

1 nm I v W vir vz xoox X1 1 X1 v v x a1 ovrax Al

NONRELATIVES IN HONE -13 01 -0 00 -02 04 19 -01 18 10 -10 00 -06 -03 ~-l4 -0 -03 -16 <-08 20

CNURBER TN NUCLEAR FARILY IN HOME) 10 060 -02 00 @2 13 -02 -09 10 -16 O1 21 O O 02 -01 -03 -08 <-0% @9
(NURBER % TOTAL FAMILY IN HOME) . 05 -03 -02 -05 85 11 O0s -11 16 -1 01l 26 03 09 -03 Ol -01L =09 -l& 9l

(NUMBER O PERSONS IN WOME) -0l -05 -04 -05 86 10 11 =12 20 -09 -01 25 01 08 -06 -0l -02 -13 -19 9

PHYSICALLY PUNISHES CHILD 02 -04 14 07 10 13 -0l ~-22 -1% -03 -02 0% -10 ~08 10 -1l -0% 02 01 16

PERMITS CHILL'S AGGRESSION TOWARDS PARENT ~04 05 -03 07 0L -13 11 -0 -01 08 -0l -12 -06 06 ~-12 -27 0L -0&4 19 18

BUYS OM INSTALLMENT PLAN 06 03 -07 09 O7 -04 24 18 03 -06 -08 -0%5 -06 -12 03 -10 02 02 -1l 29

LIFE INSURANCE PULILY SIZE -04 Ol 15 -05 -0l 10 10 07 09 2z - =02 ~08 O” O -12 12 -02 -12 30
(SPARE TIME ACTIVIIIES: RADIO AND TELEVISION) . -13 11 o1 -62 06 14 -05 -12 00 10 02 10 =08 -0» 02 =12 02 -09 O 1

(SPARE TIME ACTIVITIES: ACTIVE SPORTS AND RECREATION) 68 02 06 02 13 31 -05 -0L 0% -1% O -03 -O7 03 .) 035 -04 00 O3 26

ACTIVITIES In PAST WEEK: WENT TO A BAR -07T 1l 67 1T 00 06 1&¢ =00 -17 Oe Llo -17 -0% -08 O1 01 02 -07 13 “Qo

ACTIVITIES IN PAST wEEK: WORKEO ON CAR 04 -06 -05 02 05 05 1s - 10 -14 =09 -08 -11 -07 O Ol 10 O09 19 O 29
ACTIVITIES INM PAST wEEK: READ BIBLE -0l =01 -08 03 -1l 0% -02 03 1% 14 10 17 -11 03 <-08 d04¢ -09 -08 -08 27
ACTIVITIES IN PAST MEEK: SANG CR PLAYED INSTRUMENT -07 06 -01 -02 O07 -04 08 1 -01 21 -0 02 -09 04 -27 04 -05 04 -04 19
NUMBER Gf VISITS wiTH FRIENDS -17 05 13 20 05 02 -03 -1% -17 -u1 -0é -1} -00 ~-08 -08 -15 10 O8 O35 19
ATTENOANCE AT QRGANIZATION MEETINGS 06 11 01 08 03 36 -03 02 -09 -0s -20 09 ~-02 -07 =09 -07 04 15 -0 42
NUMBER OF FAVORITE TELEVISION PROGRAMS -07 062 09 2¢ 05 17 -12 -0 -11 21 14 OF 04 -2%5 04 24 -11 -lo -1y«
TYPE OF FAVORITE TELEVISION PROGRAMS: COMEOY -1 -14& @ 09 o7 O3 -06 01 01 -01 -03 -13 -02 -04 -03 10 13 04 -20 15
TYPE OF FAVORITE TFLEVISION PROGRAMS: CURRENT AFFAIRS AND NEWS -05 04 -11 =21 -19 -14 O 20 02 08 O9 13 03 1l& 02 -10 -07 -03 1T 2¢
TYPE GF FAVORIYE’IFLEVISION PROGRAMS: MOVIES 10 Jz Ol -03 07 -02 01 -04 -04 02 =10 07 02 -04 09 16 O -03 -09 " 0%
TYPE OF FAVORITE TcteVISION PROGRAMS: SPORTS ol 12 (-1} i -05 -17 o7 03 13 ~17 17 -04 04 11 -0 -02 -~17 0z 3 23
FIRST JUB-=PUNCAN 05 17 -035 -0% -09 -06 19 1% -10 21 -04 -02 O} 27 02 Ol O7 -=l& =03 &9
AGE AT FINST Jus 18 -12 ~09 -14 08 -0l -04 O02 05 O07 -03 10 ~03 22 ~-0L 10 09 03 -10 1¢
NUMBEN OF JOBS HELL -08 04 08 -04 -12 00 05 -07 02 0% 14 09 08 -13 -07 -19 -07 S¢ 30
CURRENTLY ENPLOYED FuLL TIME oL 1T ws -07 63 02 21 09 -0l -qb 00 -11 00 -01 03 03 06 16 14 54
CURRENT OR LAST JOP: SELF-EMPLOYED VS. wORKS FOR SOMEONE ELSE 07 -1l o7 -1l 08 -19 33 -01 -02 08 19 09 -02 13 -31 11 -08 02 04 3¢
CURRENT OR LAST JOK: LENGTH OF TIME EMPLOYED -13 -0% 12 60 ~13 12 32 12 07 -;5 05 Ol 00 -09 -04 -0l =07 -0l =l& 39
CURRENT OR LAST JOF: CHANCES OF ADVANCEWENT 06 -~04 12 11 -08 -02 15 -09 -08 2% -01 -12 04 =04 08 =08 -13 g2 -1l 3
CURRENT DR LAST JUP: CXVENT OF SKILL AND TALEMT USED -03 -08 12 12 04 -06 06 -08 -08 03 02 O4 O1 02 ~10 O3 -06 26 -08 26
PREFERRED JOB FOR SELF--OUNCAN -0T 19 -1l -14 -08 -15 03 23 00 O7 O =19 09 19 10 -0%5 19 09 -21 359
énuCAH()NAL ASPIRATION FOR SELF--YELARS 05 30 -02 ~il1 =~04 -IS i2 06 -17 -06 10 04 03 O4 @3 @5 O9 21 Q2 36
09 04 -02 -07 -05 09 -03 08 -04 -09 02 04 10 02 22 11 =03 =03 04 13
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: N . ‘Table 34 (Continued)” . -

Factor

\ . -
’ Varisble ~ / 2
j 1 11 v v VI VII VIII IX X XI XII XIII XIVv- XV XVI XVII XVIII XIX h

-

i Q0 05 05 13 -14 07 10 11_-13 -06 -0 -14 -g2 -02 03 Ol -01 -05 O©0& 13

i :
’

-05 04 02 03 o7 0l =09 -07 Y24 12 o0 -11 12 09 17 ol 11 16 09 43

N
ENUCATIONAL ASPIRATIUN FOR SUN--YEARS

N\,
EXPLCTEC CHANGES IN FLTURE IRGOME

-10 o1 06 -06 25 =14 09 -01 -93 =26 13 04 19 14 06 03 16 2T -25 4¢

(BLAU ANO DUNCAN®*S [NTRAGENERATION OCCUPATIONAL MOBILITY SCORE)

. 3 R -
(BLAU ANO DUNCAN®S “INTERGENERATION OCCUPATIONAL MOBILITY SCORE) |07 15 -03 -05 11 -27 13 15 o1 -5z 03 -3 24 A 04" 05 15 33 -21 70 -
{INTERGENKRAT [ON ECUCATIONAL MABILITY) LI =03 33 16 -04 16°-01 18 11 -15 -69 -05 02, O& 08 12 ’)gg*§§:: 04 ~31 T8
INTRAGENERAT 1ON INCOME nnnlthv* <03 21 07 064 O7 -08 18 -06 02 ~05 Ol -13 -05 09 ~13/-13 W5 2 11 37
(LENSKI*S INOEX OF STATUS CRYSTALLIZATION) ) ,""?fl‘ -13 10 14 -1& -08 -25 -06 -08, -25,,-06 <04 02 -29 03 <H5 o0& --11 14 80 .

(LAUMANN®S INOEX TF ASSUCIA:ICNAL STATUS CONGRUENCE) ., 08 0T -01 1% 04% 06 00 Q0 -03 13 00 05 -l4 09 -I5 -16 -30 -24 3T 48

PRESENT VS. FUTURE ORIENTAT LON . =02 -03 08 0s 05 -08 00 00 -06 OL Ol 08 O -0 05 -08 -09° -19 -10 13
J 4

CHOOSES IMMEOIATE vS. CELAYEQ GRATIFICATION IN SPENDING WINDFALL 04 -25 -04 08 -03 o7 -13 -07 00 15 -05 -1l 02 12 -04 00 .18 -06 -04 18

-02 18 -08 02 -~16 =05 05 20 11 08 14 os o7 03 ~03 -0l 02 05 00 33

~TST

VOTING FREQUENCY IN ELECTIONS

RELIGICUS INTEREST ] 18- -11 -1z 08 03 -01 -19 -04 09 O7 -07 10 03 10 -12 -03 11 -0L -16 34

OATE OF INTERVIEW . B -16 =-)T -06 -06 -0o 34 -08 -02 =05 13 -08 -04 o8 13 25 27 12_ 02 -10 42 -

LENGTH OF INTERVIEW

' ?@ -07 -08 05 o1 -05 22 00 16 08 00 02 o0& -08 09 =05 14 09 -07 -08 21
" -08 -03 -06 -04.514 o8 -fa -08 18 03 -10 ~13 16 20 05 -11 03 06 02 19

' INTERVIEW REASSIGNED R -

INTERVIEW VAL IOATED -08 12 -01 0?7 04 -19 [} §0 -15 09 +~0T7 - 04 04 -08 03 -06 -05 -19 07 17

' INTERVIEWER: SEX IS MALE 0T 13 -24 08 13 “~-12 04 -07 17 12 09 -04 =12 -09 -6 =-12 02 =01 -19 22

. - 05 ~07 -15 =09 -14 ¢ -04 -03 -08 14 ~09 -14 14 32 a3 00 0T =04 oe 25
. INTERVIEWER: AGE R i ) 7

INTERVIEWER: EOUC ATION R 01l 08 ~18 22 11 *02 -04 -03 04 04 [+ ]} ‘02 -05 -~18 -03 -03 02 ~05 =~11 16

INTERVIEWER®S RATING OF FRANKNESS o 14 42 '} ] [+].] ol ~0%f ~13 «~06 ~11 o1 09 12 =03 0} =~14 ~08 04 12 12 35

19 11 -11 =03 09 -19 -09 1% 02 ~-13 11 33 06 -09--0L 06 -13 02 -02 3%

~ ¥ *

MARLOWE-CROWNE SNCIAL OESIRABILITY SCﬁkgf-REVISEO

’ 4 i =

Note. These loadinga are actually correlations with refetence vectors. Variables that,are algebraically or experimentally: dependent on basic variables are shown in parentheses, Decimal points have been
- - M -
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| Table 35 .
Pefcentage of Total Variance Accounted for

by Second-Order Factors

\
‘ Variance
Factof Whites Blacks -
‘ I 21.9% 19:3%
II . 8.9 11.0
I1T 6.7 6.2
v 5.1 4.6
Y 4.4 3.6
vI 3.4 |
Total 50,47 44,72
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“Table "36

Intercorrelations of Obliquely Rotated Second-Order Factors

Factor
Factor . I II III v v VI
I 42 .38 42 .43 -.03
- ‘ II .05 .16 .43 .26  -.03
IIE . 039 ) . 035 ) 021 041 * -013
o v W42 20 51 .34 .22
-7 :‘
v .32 -.01 .20 .32 .05 <%

Note. The intercor;elations of the white factors appear above the

diagonal and those for the black factors below 1it, o

-

-
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Obliquely Rotated Loadings of Firs

Table 37' ° -
:a}dg; Factors on Second-Order Factors

First-

Whites

Blacks'

;‘,
1
Order Second-Order Factor i -Second-Order Factor i
Factor K P
é\\*\ I II  IIT IV v VIJ/ h? I  II  III IV vV hl .
1 \\\.29 .00 .21 .25 .21 .oi‘ 71 05 .24 .06 .31 -.08 ;33
II '}42 -.01 .14 .06 .15 .og .55 .08 -.35 .45 ‘.01 19 .47
11/ .14 .24 42 -.08 .02 .01 .45  =.05 -.07 -.08 .79 -.02 .81
I .03 .14 .47 .02 -.03 -.08 .38 -.17 .35 .21 -.10 .26 .30 é
.06 .15 -.07 .41 -.01 .23 .49 67 =04 -.05 .07 -.20 .56
VI t -.02 -.09 .07 .60 .03 .00, .51 ~-.19 .03 .48 .02 -.02 .32
VII 1“:;08’ "o .07 -.09 .06 .07 .60 6 .56 .15 .01 .07 .55
VIIT -.23 -.20 .40 .24 .09 =-.09 .32 .17 .21° .32 .03 .00 .40-
IX .35 -.10 -.16 .38 .04 -.10 .45 02 .17 .12 .18 -7 .19
X -.43 -.23 .00 .10 .10 .18 .42 .09 .06 .22 .21 25 .48
XI  -.05 .10 .44 .36 -.23 .01 .45 .03 .03 .21. -.08 16 .10
XIIT  -.02 .01 .04 -.04 .71 -.15 .72 -.58 .39 =-.01 -.03 -.09 .68
XIII -.12 .60 =-.06 .05 .08 ~.05 .48 ~-.26 .28 .24 .09 =-.13 .32
XIv  -.05 .18 -.09 .05 .55 .17 .54 =-.16 .00 -.05 =-.03 .72 .54
XV .64 -.23 -.07 .03 -.07 .08 .48 .60 .32 -.12 -.04 .20 .62
xvf’ .01 -.23 .53 =-.24 .04 .12 .46 .12 -.56 .08 .06 .io .39
XVIT -.02 .08 .00\ .04 .00 .83 .77 .06 .03 .56 -.05 -.21 .48
XVIII -.03. .15 -.05 .17 =-.05 .42 .32 .18 .56 -.06 .10 .08 .48
XIX .58 .00 .10 -.12 -.38 .47
‘ T B Wl .«,,;,{..—-
Note. These loadings are actually correlations with reference vectors. :
Q " " ‘

1vo
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Table 38

Obliquely Rotated Loadings of Second-Order Factors on Thicd-Order Factors

. " Whites Blacks
Second- ’
Order | Third-Order Factor Third-Order Factor
Factor 2 2
‘T II " h I II h
I .74 -.06 .55 .63 . =002 .42
II .52 .05 .28 -.09 .78 .62
I1I - .51 -.22 .30 .46 .38 T .48
7 IV .59 .33 .49 .59 27 55
V .60 _001 036 048 -010 023
VI -005 070 049

196
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Note. These loadings are actually correlations with reference vectors.
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Table 39

>

¥
1

'
!
’

Means and Standard Deviations for Social Status Variables (T Score Form) and Factor Score in Carlson Clusters

. . ) N\
Interviever's Own Own Friend's | }nterviewer's 7Ingerviewer's
Rating of Occupation-- Education-- Occupation-- Rating of Rating of

Cluster N Social Class Duncan Years Duncan Intelligence Grammar "Factor Score

Mean S.D. Mean _ S.D. Mean_S.D. Mean _ S.D. Méan  S.D. Mean S.D. Mean _S.D.

1 2 46,00 .00 49.00 1.41 ;?.00 '.66 ©39.39 71 49.00 .00 57.00- .00 51.00 2.83

? 2 5 46,00 .00 49.33 1.15 52.00 .00 " 50.33  2.52 49,00 .00 57.00 .00 49,33 .58

3 4 46,00 .00 35.25 .96 52.0Q .00 38.00 3.16 49,00 .00 57£00 .00 44,50 3,51

- - 4 "2 58.00 .00 59.50 3.54 61.00 .00 ) 54.00 .00 - 64.00 .00 57.00 .00 61.00 .00
5 2 22,00 .00 "38.00 .00 44,50 2.12 4150 - 356 49.00 .00 41.00 .00 34.50 2,12 ’é
6 2 34,00 .00 37.50 3.54 37.50 2.12 55.00 1.41 34.00/ .00 24,00 .00 35.50 2,12 .

7 4 34,00 .00 39.75 .50 49.75 2.87- 39.50 3.32 34.00 .00 41,00 .00 34.75 1.50

8 4 58.00 ,00 57.50 1.91 40,75 3.5 58.00 3.61 49,00 .00 57.00 .00 54.75 3.77

? 6 58.00 .00 55.00 1.10 57.50 2.26 54,17  4.49 49,00 .00 57.00 .00 56.17 1.ﬁ7

10 4 58.00 .00 59.33 1.15° 55.00 4.24 66.00 2,83 64,00 .00 57.00 .00 61.75 3.40

11 4 46.00 .00 53.00 5.20 58,00 2.45 57.2F 3.10 49,00 .00 57.00 .00 54,00 —.82

12 2 58.00 .00 69.50 3.54 74.00 .00 69.00 4.24 64.00 .00 57.00 .00 68.50 2.12

, 13 2 46.00 .00 39.50 2,12 42,50 4,95 46.50 3,54 49.00 .00 57.00 .00 45.50 I

14 2 34.00 .00 52.00 .00 49.00 4.24 45.50 4,95 49.00 .00 57.00 .00 §2.00 4,24

15 2 58.00 .00 52,00 2.83 61.50 4.95 - 62:50 3.54 49,00 .00 57.00 .00 54.50 2.12
1 : ' 193
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Table 39 (Continued)

o~

- interviewer's Own own. & Friend's Interviewer's Interviewer's
- eTdster N Rating of Occupation-—- Education-- Occupation-- Rating of Rating of
Social Class Duncan years Duncan Intelligence Grammar Factor Score
Mean S.D. Mean  S.D. Mean S.D. Mean  S.D. Mean  §.D. Mean §.D. Mean S.D,
16 3 46.00 .00 ;36.50 3.5 49.00 3.00 53.67 5.6% 49.00 .00 41.00 .00 47.00 3.61
17 5 46.00 .00 61.67 6.51 52.00 4.24 56.25 5.19 64.79 .00 57.00 .00 55.80 4.60
18 6 46,00 .00 49.75 8.66 46.50 3.51 39.17 3.31 49.00 .00 41.00 .00 43.67 2.34
19 2 46.00 .00 47.50 3.54 36.00 4.24 52.50 4.95 49,00 ) 57.00 .00 48.50 2,12
20 13 58.00 .00 51.67 6.95 52.00 .00 52.10 6.12 49.60 .00 57.00 .00 54.85 3,16
21 13 58.00 .00 54.00 6.38 52.00 .00 .55.33  7.98 64.00 .00 57.00 .00 58.38 3.64
22 4 55.00 6.00 54.25 4,57 "50.50 3.00 56.50 3.11 64.00 .00 41.00 .00 57.55 3.77
23 5 58.00 .00 40.60 2,51 46.40 5.66 56.80 6.57 49.00 .00 57.00 .00 50.00 4,47
24 11 63.70 9.18 61.70 3.59 . “65.55 .21 59£§1 2.07 64.00 .00 57.00 .00 66.55 4,23
25 ld 34,00 .00 45.22 8.80 40.20 5.87 48.14 3.39 49.00 .00 41.00 .00 40.00 1.56
26 6 46,00 .00 42.75 10.24 45.00 1.55 44.20  9.47 49.00 .00 57.00 .00 46,67 4,72
27 13 46.00 .00 25.64 6.38 44.17 6.97 48.50 6.45 49.00 .00 41.00 00 44,54 4,67
28 6 58.00 .00 49.00 8.07 48,20 5.76 46.50 6.7€ 49.00 .00 41.00 .00 50.00 3,22
29 9 58.00 .00 ¢ 61.86 f.58 65.22 2.05 59.88  9.49 64.00 .00 57.00 [0 64.33 2,92
30 2 40:00 8.49 44,50 6.36 * 21,00 .00 36.00 .00 34.00 .00 41.00 .00 30.50 .71
31 2 146.06 .00 63.00 5.66 58.50 2.19 37.00 1.41 49.00 .00° 57.00 .00 20.50 2.12
32 6 44,00 4.90 40.50 3.99 46.83 5.19 39.00 3.85 40.00 8,22 24.00 .00 39.33 4.63
¢
o 19u9H ) 200
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Table 39 (Contirued)

<

Interviewer's Own Own Friend's Interviewer's Interviewer's -
Rating of Occupayion-- Education-- Occupation~- Rating of Rating of
Cluster N Social Class Duncan years Duncan Iatelligence Grammar - Factor Score
Mean .S.D. Mean  S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean _ S.D. Mean S.D. Mean §.D,
., 33 17 46,00 .00 44,60 7.17 43.17 7.48 48.44 8.22 34.00 .00 T 41,00 .00 41.92 3.26
34 12 46.00 .00 ° 45.73 B8.16 51.50 1.73, 48.22 11.69 49.00 .00 57.00 .00 48.83 3.93
35 2 77.00 .00 58.00 4.24 52.00 .00 62.50 3.54 " 56.50 10.61 57.00 .00 63.00 4.24
36 4 31.00 6.00 35.75 1.71 24.50 7.14 36.25 2.50 37.75 7.50 24.00° .00 26.00 4.55
37 10 42,00 8.49 43.14 5.73 48.44 6.50 36.50 6.16 37.33 10.00 48.11 8.?2_~‘,_-4i780—-1»35 )
Note. The N used in computing the statistics for each variable in a cluster may differ because of missing data.
k2
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Table 40

-

‘Analysis of Variance of Social Status Variables and.Factor-Score

~ . for Carlsog and Ward Cluyfters

-

-
i Carlson Clusters Ward Clustets
Variable and Source
dfe MS F df MS F
" Interviewer's rating of social class
=
Clusters’_ . 36 483.96  45.00 46 432.89 ° 90.71
wnh\n\(jé;) 162 10.75 172 471
2 <
Own ‘occupation--Duncan
¢ Clusters 36 294,53 7.9 46 346.98  19.48
Within (error) 136 37.08 146 17.81
Owm education-jyearsé
Clusters 36 427.19 23.27 46 395.27 28:89
Within (error) 161 18.35 171 13.68
.Friend's occupation--Duncan v
Clusters 36 331.96 8.56 46 375.19 23.264.
Within (error) 1Q2 38.76 151 16.14
. |
" Interviewer's rating of intelligence f ¢
Clusters 6 489.74  58.35 46 457.37  83.43
Within (error) 161 8.39 171 5,48
Inferviewer's rating of grammar
Clusters 36 524.33  150.23 .46 430.84 29.15.
Within (error) 163 3.49 173 1.48 .
Factor score .
Clusters 36  493.29.  33.97 46 | 427.95 49.73
— ~Within (error) 164 14.52 174 8.60
Note. All of the F ratios are significant at the .01 1. 1.

Y
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Tahle 41

Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Social Status Variables

for Carlson and Ward Clusters

) : AR < ,
. _ ‘ N S
’ ) - Rao Approximation
: lambda\/ N P ° kr . af af, . F
Pt - &
¥ B Carlsaq Clusters ;g ff
I ‘ v, < -
. W00 201 6 37 216 945 - 21.39%*
s N
. Ward Clusters
.00 . 221 6 47 276 1016 3R, 28%x%

**Sigqificant at the .01 lﬁvel.

b
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Table 42

“Means for Social Status Variables (Raw ScorQ Form) and Factor $core

¢ and Their Substantive Meaning in Large Carlson Clusters

= .
Substantive Meaning v

<
1

-

Cluster and Variable Mean -
Cluster 25 (N=10) .
Intérviewer's rating of i?cial class 20.00 Upper lower class
Own occupation--Duncan 33.11 Craftsman, foreman, and kindred
, worker .
Own education--years ; £ 8.30 Grade school graduate
Friend's occupation--Duncan . 21.43 Cleéical and kindre& yorker )
Interviewer's rating of intelligence 3.00 Averagé intelligence ’
Interviewer's rating of Srammax 2,00 Makes a few Qistakes in grammar ’ —
Factor score ‘ 40.00 ~— -
. . .
Cluster 37 (N=10) . ; . ﬁ;
Interviewer's rating of social class 26.67° Lower middle class o
Own occdpation--Duncan ¢ 28.43 . Craftsman, foreman, and kindred
. worker ;
oﬁP education--years 7 10.89° Three years of high school o,
Friend's oc;:UPation--Dunpan 14.25 Farmer and farm manager , e,’f’"x
Interviewer's réting of intelligence 2,22 Slow ’ -
Interviewer's rating of grammar * 2,44 Makes a few mistakes in grammarz \{‘3 ° &
Factor score 41.80 -— N
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Table 42 (Continued)

3
Cluster and Variable Mean Substantive Meaning \\______,____..
Cluster 33 (N=12) .
Interviewer's rating of social class 30.00 Lower middle class -
31.70 Craftsman, foremar, and kindred
worker
/

9.25 One year of high school
Clerical and kindred worker

e

Owvn occﬁpation-—Duncan

Own education--years =
% Friend's 'occupation--Duncan 42,33
Interviewer's rag;ng of intelligence 2.00 Slow‘
Interviewer's rating of grammar 2.00 Makes a few mistakes in grammar U
. . Factor score 41.92 - - W
Cluster 27 (N=13) .- -
Inferviéwer's rating of. gocial class 30.00 Lower middle class
34.2; Craftsman, foreman, and kindred
worker . -

i

9.58 Two years of high school

Own occupation—-Duncan
+
Own education--years
Friend's occupation-—Duncan 42,42 Clerical and kindred worker
‘ T
Interviewer's ‘rating of intelligence .#3.00 Avérage intelligence
2.00 Makes a few mistakes in grammar

44.54

Interviever's rating of grammar

Factor score
Lower middle class

worker

Cluster 34 (N=12)
High school graduate

Interviewer's rating of social class

Own occupation--Duncan
Own education--years : 11.83
Friend's occupation--Dun an 41.89 Clerical and kindred worker
Interviewer's rating of %ntelligence 3.00 Average intelligence '
‘ 3.00 Speaks correctly
48.83 -

Interviewer's rating of grammar

N
Factor score

O

30.00
34.55‘ Craftsman, foreman, and kingred

¢

»
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Table 42 (Continued)
' £
Cluster and Variable Mean Substantive Meaning
Cluster 20 (N=13)'

interviewer's rating of social class 40,00 Upper middle class
Own occupation--Duncan 48.25 Salesworker -
Owg“e&ucation‘-years 12.00 High school graduate

Friend's occupation—-Duncan
Interviewer's rating of intelligence
Intefviewer's rating of grammar
Factor score
Cluster 21 (N=13)
% -

Interviewer's rating of social class

Own occuration--Duncan

Own education--years

Friend's occupation--Duncan

©

Interviewer's rating of intelligence
Interviewer's rating of grammar

Factor’ score

Cluster 29 (N=9)

Interviéwer's rating of social class

3

Own occupation=-Duncan

Own education--years

Friend's occupation--Duncan

Interviewer's rating of intelligence

Interviewer's rating of grammar *

__Factor score

51.00 ‘Sales worker

3.00 Average intelligence
3.00 ) Speaks correctly
54.85 -
40.00 Upper middle class
53.67 Manager, official, and proprietor,
‘ eXcept farm ~
12.00 High scﬂool graduate
55.83 Manager, official, and proprietor,

.. except farm

4.00 Above aver;ge intelligence
3.00 Speaks correctly
58.38 -
, k-
40.00 Upper middle class
72.57 Professional, technical, and kindred
worker
}6.11 Coli;ge graduate
68.50 Proféssional, technical, and kindred
worker
4.00 Above:average intelligence
3.00‘ Speaks correctly A
64.33 —

=

W

AT
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Table 42 (Continued)

Cluster and Variable Mean Substantive Meaning

wm{}‘

Cluster 24 (N=11)

Interviewer's rating of social class 44.50 Upper middle class

Own occupation-—-Duncan 71,30 Professional, technical, and
‘ kindred worker
Own education--years 16.18 College graduate
Friend's occupation-~-Duncan . 69.18 Profesgional, technical, and ,

; . » i kindred worker E

hils

. ] 7
Interviewer's rating of intelligence 4,00 Above average intelligence

Interviewer's rating of grammar 3.00 Speaks correctly oo
Factor score ) 66.55 -
=y < W -
- f ¢
‘ -
\.
= . H
N - a -
. 3
! <
gi
= / -
1 \
!
o
4
= k2%
; .
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Meang and .Standard

Table 4;3

Deviations for Social Status Variables (T Score Form) and Factor Score in Ward Clusters

,\' _.:;‘_ e

T
‘ Interviewer's Oown Own Friend's :.[nterviewer 's Interviewer's
Rating of Occupation—- Education-- Occupation~- ‘.  Rating of Rating of o
Cluster N Social Class Duncan years Duncan Intelligence Grammar _Factor Score
‘ Mean S.D.‘ Mean  S.D. Me\an S.D. ~ Mean- S.D. __Mean S.D. Mean  S.D. Mean S.D.
1 .9 58.00 .00 56.29 2.81 52.33 2.35 51.00 6.16 64.0% .00 57.00 .00 58.22 2.95
2 13 58.00 .00 56.92 2.50 53.85 3.98 54.50 3.09 49:.00 © .00 57.00 .00 56.69 1.89
3 5’ 46.00 .00 40.75 3.59 42.60 3.51 38.60 3.21 " 49.00 .00 & 57.00 .00 45,40 2.30
4 +9 58.00 .00 58.00 5.10 53.33 3.04 63.89 3.33 64.60%% .00 i 57.00 .00 _ 61.33 3.20
5 7 46.00 .00 51.60 2,97 , 51,00 2.45 53.43 3.31 49.00 ;‘):0(.); 41.00 .00 48.57 :3.21°
"6 4 46.00 .00, 53.67 3.51 52,75 1.50  52.67,3.21 . 34.00 " 00 41,00 © .00 45.00 3.16 -
7 11 46.00 .00 39.09 3.51 51.45 1.81 38.33//2:.66 49.00 .60 57.00 .00 45:64 2,69
8 11 58.00 .00 66.91 3.36 64.82 2.23 59.36 3.23 64.00 .00 57.00 .00 64,09 2.39
9 5 3‘8.80 6.57 38.‘60 4.72 48,40 3.91 49.00 2.45 49.00 .00 41.00 .00 - 42,60 2.41
10 8 58.00 .00 44.57 4.58 L 52.00 .00 \54.67 6.09 49,00 .00 - 57.00 .00 53.25 1.83
11 9 46.00 .00 48.57 C1.99 - 5}0.00 3.35 ‘55.62, 5.83 49.00 .00 ‘ 57.00 .00 51.67 2.74
g;-\ 5 . 88.00 .00 51.40 6.19 ' 47.25 6.18 49.67 2789 49.00 .00 . 41.00 .00 50.40 3.44
13 . 4 34,00 .00 39.00 1.41 40.33 5.13 39'.00 6;24 - 34.00 .00 41.00 .00 ; 34.00 3.58
11; % 46.00 .00 ‘43.25 ?.56 42.00 5.87 5?.25 %.77 49.00 .00 57.00 .00 47.’40 3.85
15 4 43.00 6.00 40.00 4.16 44.25 4.27 40.50 3.11 34.00 00 24,00 .00 37.50 4,04

~691-
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N _ Table 43 (Continued)

: ~ ]
- Interviewer's Own Own Priend's Interviewer's Interviever's
: Rating of Occupation—— Education— Occupation-- Rating of Rating of K
Cluster N Social Class Duncan years Duncan Intelligence Grammay Factor Score j
Mean S.D. ' Mean S.D. ~§ Mean S.D. Mean S§.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean §.D.
16 7 38.00 6.20 40.00 .58 51.14 1.46 . 35.86 2.61 34.00 .00 41,00 .00 38.00 ‘3.87
§ 46.00 .00 4175 4.27 39.00 .00 . 38.67 473  34.00 .00 41.00 . .00 40.00 2.58 :
18 4 55.00 6.00 56,25  &5] 50.50 3.00 56.50 3.11 64.00 .00 41.00 .00 57.25 3.77
19 6 58.00 .00 67.20 2.95  68.50 4.42 68.17 2.99 64.00 .00 57.00 .00 66.83 1,72 ’
w2 77.00 .00 58.00  4.24. 52.00 .00 62.50 3.54 56.50 10.61 57.00 .00 63.00 64.24
’ 21 2 46.00 .00 67.00 .00 56.50 6.36 35.00 1.41 56.50 10.61 57.00 .00 _ 52.00 4.24
22 3 58,00 .00 58.00 2.00 39.00 .00 . 59.50 -3.54 49.00 .00  57.00 .00 55.00 4.8 $
23 5  46.00 .00 61.67 6.51  52.00 4.24  56.25 5.19 64.00 .00  57.00 .00 55.80 4.60
"2 3 46.00 .00 _ 51.00 4.24 51.00 1.73 43.00 9.90 34.00 .00 57.00 .00  45.33 3.21°
25 4 46.00 .00  42.00 3.61 38.25 1.50 50.67 4.73  49.00 .00 41.00 .00 42,00 4.00
. "6 4 46.00 .00 39.33  3.21 37.75 4.27 54.00° 4.58 34,005 .00 41.00 .00 40.75 1.71
27 4  58.00 .00 56.33  9.45 64.00 2.00 49.00 1.00 64.00 .00 57.00 .00 61,75 2,22
28 4 34,00 .00 52.33  3.51 42.50 8327 4475 5.06  45.25  7.50 57.00 .00 40.75 3.10
. 29 5  46.00 .00 62.00 5.39 48.80 7.66 57.60 2.30 49.00 .00 ° 57.00 .00 53.60 1.14
30 2 46.00 .00 41.50  4.95 52.00 .00 36.00 4.24 49.00 .00 24.00 .00 . 43.00 4.24 v
31 4 58,00 ,00 39.50 .58 41.00 4,40 49.75 8.54 49.00 .00 57.00 .00 . 47.25 4,38

32 2 58.00 .00 41.00 .00 53.50 2.12 39.50 9.19 64.00 .00 57.00 .00 54.50 2.12 ‘




Table 43 (Continued) \’% :
!
|
Interv:l:ewer 's Own own N Friend's Interviewer's Interviewer's - | E
- Rating of Occupation—— Education—— Occupation-- Rating of Ratitig of !
Cluster N Social Class Duncan years Duncan Intelligence ~ . Grammar- - Factor Score /
Mean S.D. _ Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean _ S.D. ~ Mean S.D. 'Mean S.D. %/ T e
33 5 34.¢ .00 53.25 4.65 38.40 1.34 46.33 3.06 49.00 .00 41.00 .00 39.40 1.34 -
34 3 : 34.00 .00 36.33 1.53 28.00 1.73 37.33 1.53 39.00 8.66 24.00 .00 28.00 2.65 y
. 35 2 . 58.0(; ( .00 58.50 4.95 42.50 4.95 56.00 .00 34.00 .00 49,00 11.31 51.50 3.15/10/
36 3 B 46‘.00 .00 52.33 5.86 60.33 4.04 39.00 .00 49.00 .00 57.00 <00 51.33 ;.08
37\‘4 4 58.00 .00 50.75 4.27 57.50 5.57 62.25 2.63 45:25 7,50 57.00 .00 55.25 2,22
38 2 34.00 .00 37.50 3.54 . 37.50 2.12 55.00> 1.41 3?.00 .00 24.00 .06 35.50 2.12 L
39 5 77.00 .00 65.00 6.38 67.40 3.91 61.20 5.02 64.00 .00 57.00{ " .00 71.00 5.70 ;S
40 4 46.00 .00 54.00 2.00‘ 47.50 3,87 40.75 2.75 49.00 .00 41.00 .00 44.75 2.06
§ 41 2 58.00 .00 48.50 14.85 , 36.00 .00  37.00 .00 34.00 .00 41,00 .00 46.00 .00
Y e 2 300 .00 37.00  4.24 36.50 6.3 5150 3.54 49.00 .00 41.00 .00 40.00 2.83
43 6  46.00 .00 40.80  4.92 39.83 4.40 37.17 * 2.04 49.00 .00 41.00 .00 40.83 1.47
44 3+ 26.00 6.93 » 38.50 .71 42.67 3.31 :,- . 40.00 3.61 56.50 10.61 41.00 .00"‘ 36.00 3.00
45 2 58.00 .00 42.50 7.78 52.00 .00 37.00 .00 49.00 .00 49,00 11,31 R 48:50 .71
46 2° 52,00 .8.49 69.50 2.12 67.50 9.19 42.00 .00 41.50 10.61 41.00 .00 50.50 1 ‘ -
47 2 40.00 8.49 44.50 6.36 . 21,00 .00 36.00 .90 34.00 .00 41.00 .00 30.50° .71
_ - ¢
Note. The N used( in cou;puting the statistics for each variable in & cluster may differ because of missing data.
)
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Table 44

Means for Social Status Variables (Raw 3core Form) and Factor Score

and Their Substantive Meaning in Large Ward Clusters

5 .
Cluster and Variable Mean Substantive Meaning
Cluster 7 (N=11)
Interviewer's rating of socfal class 29.83 Lower. middle class

Own occupati%-—l)uncan -
Own education--years

Friend's gccupation--Duncah
Interviewer's rating of intelligence
Interviewer's rating of grammar

ks

Factor score

Cluster 11 (N=9)
Interviewer's rating of social class
Own occupation--Duncan
Own education--years

Friend's occupation--Duncan -

Interviewer's rating of intelligence
Interviewer's rating of grammar

Factor score

18.77 Operative and kindred-worker
11.82  High school graduate

15.43  Operative and kindred worker

3.00 Average intelligence ' S
2.97 speaks correctly.

45.64 -

29.83 Lower middle class

40.88 Clerical and kindred worker
. A

4

12.63 One year of college

58.82
except farm

3.00 Average intelligence
2.97  Speaks correctly
51.67 -

I
o

Manager, official, and proprietor,
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Table 44 (Continued) -

\
1

61.33

216

Cluster and Variable Mean Substantive Meaning
Cluster 2 (N=13)
Interviewer's rating of social class 39.63 Upper middle class
Own occupation--Duncan 60.36 Manager, official, and proprietor,
except farm
Own éducation——years © 12,58 One year of college
Friend's qccupation-—Duncan 56.20 Manager, official, and proprietor,
except farm
Interviewer's rating of intelligence 3.00 Average intelligence
Interviewer's rating of grammar 2.97 Speaks correctly
Factor score 56.69 -
Cluster 1 (N=9)
Interviewer's rating of social class 39.63 Upper middle class nj
Ov;‘n-occupat:ion——Duncan 58.88  Manager, official, and proprietor,
. except farm
Own education--years 12,10 Hig school graduate
Friend's ocaupation—Duncan 48.02 Sales worker
- Interviewer's rating of intelligence 4.02  Above average intelligence
Interviewer's rating of grammar 2.97 Speaks correctly
Factor score 58.22 -—
Cluster 4 (N= 9)
Interviewer's rating of social class  39.63 nger middle class
Own occupation--Duncan 62.88 Manager, official, and proprietor,
except farm
Own education—years 12.42 High school graduate N
ngend's occupation--Duncan 78.13  Professional, technical,and kindred
worker
Intérviewer's‘rating of intelligence 4,02  Above average intelligence
Interviewer's rating of grammar 2.97 Speaks correctly
Factor score —
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Table 44 (Goutinued)

H - B
N { - -

- Cluster and Variable Mean - Substantive Heéning

< - ;
Cluster 6 (N=4) i s

 Interviewer's rating of social class 39163 Upper middle class

Own occupation--Duncan . 69.66 rofessional, tekhnical, and
kindred worker

0'n education--years 16.09 College graduate

Ft§end's occupation—Duncan : 67.56 Professional, téchﬁical, and
- kindred' worker

Interviewer's rating of intelligence 4,02 Above average intelligence
Interviewer's rating of grammar 2,97 Speaks correctly .

Factor score 64.09 -
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Table 45

Correspondence in Score Profilez and Respondent Composition

/

of Matching Carlson and Ward Clusters

\
ad,

&:lusters D2 for Perce:‘xtage _of
Mean Cotmon
Carls\p Ward Profiles Respondenta kappa
*},) % O\ W 99.6 .80%*
2 1 : 33 97.3 T
3 7 15 96.9 5284
4 27 44 97.3 -.01
5 44 78 99.6 L 80%%
6 38 0 100.0 1.00%#*
7 16 31 97.8 54%k
8 22 5 99.6 B6RR
"9 2 17 96.0 1a%
10 4 9 97.8 6lhk
12 19 36 98.2 , 4gR
‘13 14 47 97.8 2844
% 28 57 99.1 J66%%
15 37 32 99,1 66k
16 9 78 98.2 L49%n
17 23 0 100.0 1.00%*
18 40 22 99,1 .80#%
21 1 24 96.4 628k
22 18 0 100.0 1.00%%
23 10 52 96.0 J29%%
25 :33 71 97.8 +66%*
26 " . 46 97.8 (53k
27 25 53 96.0 J4GRR
28 v 12 17 99.6 J91kn
29 8 1 92.0 .06
30 47 0 100.0 1,00
31 21 80 99,1 /50%%
32 15 46 99.1 L80R%
33 26 88 96.4 g
33 20 0 1000 1.00%%
36 34 24 99,6 06k

**Significant at .01 level (one-tailed)
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g Table 46 : ’

-

Summary of ~-Loadings- of Standard Stratification Indexes on Matching First-Order Factors-

- R z
3 * . . . s,

White Factor ‘ Black Factor 5
& & 3
o . e :
a2 D + & D
R Do :
5 . 3 2 2 :ﬂ) 2 ) X .
3 g :‘3 PR 3 g€ O» b3
» : § 4F k& & g 2% &3
. ) i) o ) - Q B 8 2 o H - O B 4 :
) 3] o @ o ) n 0 ] o A & :
Stratification Index - - s o 98 aa - . 8 J 9% 24 "
N o g g bl o 3 = g a5 | g :
e i P g % ¥ i P 3r i3 ‘
* [ I (S ] S 3 ] a o ne S8 - O
- I . II. IV VIII XII. II I III VI VIII X oL
Own occupation--Duncan ) (.44) . « ) . Co
. Own education--~years (.35) ) (.43) - :
Own income--in 1000's
~Centers’ Class Identification measure ( )? « ) -
Hollingshead's Two Factor Index of Social Position (.41) N ¢ )
Warner et al.'s Index of Status Characteristics « ) ‘ ¢ ) .64
Chapin's Social Status Scale--original weights ( )?(36) ¢ o ) .34

S —

Note. Parentheses indicate an instance in which a stratifitcation index is cléarly relevant to a factor; parentheses with a

question mark ipdicate a case where an index’is potentially relewant, » ® .
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Table 47 . . -

- .

Summary of Loadings of Standard Stratification Indexes on Other White First-Order Factors

- -

_.Factor
> o )
b 0 .
F : g o UL
= g g _:.‘:3 ] L] ; o v 'é:
s - B 3 & & 3 3% T 3 3
o : § &, 8 8 0§ ¢ § 5 3
- 8 § = 2 F 3 & £ § & & &
<] & [ ‘5 &0 ] N L] & " " -
Stratification Index : t . 8 £ X oy g 8 d ] 9 3
o v ) 2 w -0 - ] ] ] ] ] ]
' | i % § £ 3 8 2 2 3§ 3§ 3§ ¢4
- ol < & o ] ﬁ A =] o 4 =] =] =]
III \ VI Vi1 IX X+ XI XIII X1v xv XVI XVII XVIII
Own occupation——Duncan ' ~ - :
Own edvcation--years : g
Own income--in 1000's .32 «
Centers' Class Identification measure A
Hollingshead's Two Factor \Index of Social Position )
\\ o g
Warner et al.'s Index of Status Characteristics .
Chapin's Social Status Scale--oniginal weights -.39 -.49 -.43 /) . =46 34

9

- Note. There is no instance in this tab}e vhere a stratification index 18 clearly relevant -to a factor; parentheses with a

question mark indicate a case where an index is potentially relevant.
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Table 48

Summary of Loadings of Standard Stratification Indexes on Other Black First-Order Factors

H

|
"y il
ot i il e

Factor %
Fels [ 2
& ® E
0 "] =
2 oo S i -
.y o b 9§ 3%.2 508 803 4
8 o s 8 Wa 9 ~ 3 | 4 e ] :
3 [ g o o 2 g 13 o & 8. 8 - E
i v w  w 9% % & B85 8 8 &8 @ @
o M I I = E
. > <3 o ° mIF 9 £ @8 3 a, a, a, a, i
; } ] U N N " n = -
Stratification Index o £ o o | 8 4 o gy ] o 0 o <
: E 3 & g8 & % 2§ g & £ 2 &
. (] g o 27 B § 0w 3 o < a | :
= = 2 . a8 8 88 © S 5 S 5 .
) - L) =_
v v VII IX XI . XII XIII X1V XV XVI XVII XVIII XIX Laf B
Own occupation--Duncan . *i\/—-\ =
. 3=
Oown education--years ‘
Ovn income-—in -10£0's , ' (.33)7
. \l\‘ﬂ;/ ’ . )
Centers' Class Identification measure , ¢ )
Hollingshead's Two Factor Index of Social Position . .39 -.32
Warner et Ql.'s Index of Status Characteristics . . 45

Chapin's Social Status scale—-original weights

-

v

Note. Parentheses indicate an instance in which a stratification index is clearly relevant to a factor; parentheses with a

question mark indicate a case where an index is gptentialiy relevant,
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L Figure Captions
< d .

= Fig. 1. Mean factor scores for Carlson and Ward clusters.

Fig. 2. Error function in Ward cluster analysis.
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({Qiiiglgietter to Respondents)
-~ OPINION RESEARCH CORPORATION

MARKET, ATTITUDE and MOTIVATION RESEARCH
The PUBLIC OPINION INDEX

Research Park
Princeton, New Jersey 08540
Area Code 609 924-5900

o

October 13, 1967

Dear Resident: ) ) ’
. 5

Within the next week or two, one of our interviewers will be

# ' calling on you to ask for your help in an opinion survey.
Your household is one of several hundred chosen as part of
a scientific sample of the Toledo area.to take part in an

. interview for this important research study.

The interview is simply a series of questions that you will
find interesting and easy to answer because they ask about
you and your opinions. When-the juterviever stops by, I
hope that you will let him interview you.

Thank you for your help.

Sincerély yours,

Sarah E. Huneycutt
Director of Interviewifg

SEH/agp ' ’

Established in 19038

. 230




.,,p) kL | ) ;

S (Follow—up ‘Letter to -Respondents) . . o

L OPINION}* RESEARCH CORPQRATION

B ) MARKET ATTITUDE and MOTIVATION RESEARCH

= The PUBLIC QPINION INDEX
: ’ " . : . b - ‘ Rescarch Park
) . . . . . Princeton. New Jersey 08540
oYy _ ' Area Code 609 924-5900
& R ¢
‘%ﬁgfy" K December 1, 1967 R
Mr. John Doe ' - o o
+ 3160 Sherbrooke Road N . Tt g ‘
Toledo, Ohio 43606 \,s . . ' (\1

Dear Mr. Doe: '

~We are cooperating with dnother leading research organization,
Educational Testin Service of Rrincetaon, New Jersey, on an important
opinion survey in the Toledo area. This research study is being sup-
ported by the federal govefnment. You may recall.krving been contacted
about this surveyf . ’ " %

Co sletion of an interview with yéu ia very important to us, because
your househcld was selected as part of a scientific and representative
cross-section of -all of Lucas County. The interview is simply a series
of questions that ask about you, a4 your opinions. The answers that
you give will be kept confidential and only used for statistical
analysis. When the interviewgr stops by, I _hope that you will let him
interview you. N . . .

»\‘ * A . ~ ) , A

Miss Charlotte Slider is supervising our .interviewers in Lucas County.

Please telephone her in Toledo at-244-0260 if you have any questions

about the survey. N . *

Thank you for your help.

*

L ]

-

f:‘alablialxec{ in 1038

2.
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A-3 .

- (Questionnaire) =
OPINION RESEARCH CORPORATION OCTOBER-NOVEMBER, 1967
,FRINCETON, NEW, JERSEY - STUDY #600-H

\

] ‘. TOLEDO STUDY
Location®No. Housing Unit No.
Respondent 's Name
Stree;c Adadress
-City or Town (Post Office) , e Zip
Telephone No. -'}
\ &
- L - )
. RECORD OF CALLS
Date Hoyr Interviewer Detailed Outcome® |
Lt Ay
: AY
= k N
L -
I8
b
INTERVIEW COMPLETED BY: OFFICE USE:
Edit check by )

(Interviewer's Signature) (Code) . ]
Date Validation check by - . >
Tine interview began; _ . AM. P.M. -
\Time interview ended: A.M. Phé ... Ratings: Area ! HU




A-4
Did you get a chance to read the letter we sent you?
Yes.
No .

*IF NO, HAND THE LETTER TO THE RESPONDENT. PAUSE WHILE HE READS IT. THEN GO ON
TO THE NEXT QUESTION. .

. First, we would like to get an idea of who lives here, their ages, snd so forth.
How many people aré living in this home? (LIST THE PERSONS IN THE HOUSEHOLD IN
COLUMN A. BE SURE TO INCLUDE ALL CHILDREN LIVING IN THE HOUSEHOLD, PEOPLE TEM-
PORARILY AWAY, ROOMERS, ETC. ENTER RELATIONSHIP TO HEAD IN COLUMN B. ENTER
SEX -- M, F -- IN COLUMN C AND AGE IN COLUMN D.)

-

(») - () (© (®)

Name or “. % Relationship.
Initial to Head(R)

£

‘Head (Respondent)

- ~

ob. Are there any other people who'usually live here, but are away now -- serving
in the srmed forces, or living at school, or something like that? (LIST THEM
IN COLUMN A. ENTER RELATMIt ‘P TO HEAD IN COLUMN B, ENTER SEX -- M, F - IN
COLUMN C AND AGE IN COLUM. w. . t

(a) ‘ (B) : (c) (D)
Name or "~ Relationship
Initial to Head(R)




One th.ng we are interested in is what
people do in their spare time ... when
they are not working. Hew do you
usually spend your spare time? (PROBE:
Any other things?)

‘A=S

. 7.

La.

Do you read any newspapers regularly...
that is, almost every issue?
Yes . . . . . .. ..., 1%
Ro . . ... .0 000002

*IF YES, ASK lb:

4. Which ones? (PROBE: Any others?
GET FULL TITLES.) -

Sa.

Do you read any magazines regularly...
that is, almost every issue?

Yes « v v v 4 v e e e e ... 1
No. . . . . o002
*IF YES, ASK S5b:

5:. Which ones? (PROBE: Any others?
GET FULL TITLES.)

What are your favorite television pro-
grams? (PROBE: Any others? GET TITLE
OR TYPE OF PROGRAM, E.G., QUIZ, DOCU-
MENTAR., IF DOESN'T KNOW TITLE.)

people do.

Went to the movies . . .

Played a game or partici-
pated in sports. . . . .

Went to watch games or
sports . ..

Masde a bet or gambled.
Went to 8 museum . . . . .
Went to a bar.

Ate {n a restaurant

Took a trip out of town. ., .

Had friends visit you in
your home. . . + . . . . .

Gave a party in your home.
Visited relatives.

Took care of friends' .
children .

Sang or piayed a musical
instrument . . .

Worked on a hobby. .
Attended a meeting .

Worked sround the house
or yard. . . . . . . .

Worked on your car .

Talked about politics with

your friends . ., .
£

Listened to or.watched a
news program .
Read a book. .

Read a horoscope .

Read the Bible .

Here are some other kinds of things
Would you tell me if you
did any of them in the past week?

Yes

1

E

O

RIC

P v :

s ’




8. What clubs or organizations do you belong to? (RECORD FULL NAME OF ORGANIZATIONS
NOT INITIALS. LIST CHURCH ORGANIZATIONS, BUT NOT CHURCHES.) -

IF RESPONDENT ANSWERS "NONE, " ASK: Well, how about social clubs, or fraternal
organizations, or business or civic groups, or a union, or charitable organiza-
tions -~ do you belong to any groups like that" (PROEE: Any others?)

IF RESPONDEN,T BELONGS TO NO OI'ZANIZATIONS, SKIP TO QUESTION 12.

IF RESPONDENT BELONGS TO ONE OR MORE ORGANIZATIONS, ASK QUESTIONS 9 TO 11 (SINGULAR IF HE
BELONGS TO ONE ORGANIZATION PLURAL IF HE\BELONGS TO TWO OR MORE):

9a. Do you hold any office or position in this group (any of these groups)?

Yes . . . . . . . B &
E
. o Y~

*IF YES, ASK 9b:
9b. Wnich one{s)? (GET OFFICE OR POSITION AND GROUP. PROEE: Any others?)

Office "or Position : “Group




[

10. IF RESPONDENT MENTIONED A CHURCH: Not
counting religious services, ebout how
often do you attend meetings of this
organization (these organizations, con-
sidering all the organizations together)?
(HAND RESPONDENT CARD 1.)

IF_RESPONDENT DID NOT MENTION A CHURCH:
About how often do you attend meetings
of this organization (tb~se organizations,

considering all the organizations to-
Rether)? (HAND RESPONDENT CARD 1.)
Once & week or mere. . . . . 1
A few times a month. . . . . 2
Once every month or two. . . 3
. ] A few times a year . . . . . L.
' Once a year or less. . . . §

(TAKE BACK CARD 1.)

. 1

1la. Does this organization (do any of these
orgenizstions) sometimes take a stand
on housing or school problems, or other
public¢ problems? ,
Yes. . . v . ¢« 0 v 0. . L1

-

NO « ¢ v v ¢ v v v v s v o 2

*IF YES, AND RESPONDENT BELONGS TO TWO OR
MORE ORGANIZATIONS, ASK 1lb:

11b. Which organizations are these?
(PROBE: Any others?)

ASK EVERYONE:
- 12.

About how often do you visit with friends
in your home or theirs? (HAND RESPONDENT
. CARD 1.)

Once a week or more.
A few times a month.

Once’ every month or two. .

A few times a year - . . .
Once a year or less: . « . .

(TAKE BACK CARD 1.)

ViE W o

13a.

Not counting relatives and neighbors,
think of the one friend you talk with
and visit the most. (PAUSE WHILE RE-
SPONDENT THINKS.) Is your friend a
man or a woman? '

Man. « « « . « . . . . . X¥
Iy .
Woman. . . . . + « . - . . X¥¥

13b. *IF A MAN: What kind of work
does he do for & living?

#XTR A WOMAN: What kind of work
does the head of her family do
“or a living? (IF SHE IS THE
HEAD, ASK ABOUT HER WORK.) .

(IF NECESSARY, PROBE: (an you
tell me in & little more detail - .
Just what it is that he does?)

" (NOTE: GET FULL JOB DESCRIPTION AND
INDUSTRY FOR FULL-TIME JOB.)

(IF NEVER HAD.ANYTHING BUT PART-
TIME JOBS, NOTIE AND GET PART-
TIME JOB.

(IF NOT WORKING, ASK: What kind
of work did he usually do?)

Title: & .

(¥ DOESN'T KNOW ABOUT JOB,

W PROBE: Well, is he a mana-

ger, foreman, office worker,
salesman, factory worker,

or what?s

Description of.duties:

IF NECESSARY: What kind of
business is that in? (IF DOESN'T
KNOW, PROBE: Well, do they make
things, sell things, repair
things, or what? What do they
make (sell)(repair)?)




Does (did) he work for himself or
someons else? -

Self. . . . . . . .

Soméone else.

IF FARMER/RANCHER OR FARM/RANCH

. X
. X

WORK,

ASK 13d:

Does (did) he own his own
(ranch)?

13d.

Yes . . . . . .

No. . . .. .. ..

+#%*IF NO, ASK 13e: -

13e. What kind of work does (did)

he do on the farm (Tanch)?

Is (was) he a manager, fore-
man, laborer, tenant, share-

cropper, or what?

®

Manager . . . . + .

Foreman . . . . . . .

Laborer . . . . . .
Tenant, . . . . . .
Sharecropper. . . .

Other (vol.). . . .
(SPECIFY BELOW)

farnm

. X

. xwa

Mo K X X X

1ha.

1ho.

INDUSTRY. )

Now I'd 1ike to ask you some questions
about your work.... What was the first

regular full-time job you had after.you -

finished school? (IF NECESSARY, PROBE:
Can you tell me in a little more detail
Just what it was that you aid?)

(NOTE: GET FULL JOB DESCRIPTION AND

o

(IF RESPONDENT SAYS JOB WAS IN MILITARY
SERVICE, NOTE IT AND THEN ASK: What
vwas your first full-time job after you
got out? IF NEVER HAD FULL~-TIME
CIVILIAN JOB LATER, GET FIRST ARMED .
FORCES JOB.)

(IF NEVER HAD FULL~-TIME JOB, NOTE AND
THEN ASK: What was the first part-time
Job you had after you finished school?
IF NEVER HAD PART-TIME JOB, NOTE AND

GO ON TO NEXT QUESTION.)

(IF FIRST JOB IS ALSO CURRENT JOB, NOTE
AND GO ON TO NEXT QUESTION.)

Title:

Description.of duties:

IF NECESSARY:
that in?

What kind of business was

INTERVIEWER PECORD:

Never held a full-time
Job (civilian or mili-
SRR 73 B ¢

Never held a full-time
Job (civilian or mili-
tary) or part-time joh
(SKIP TO QUESTION 17.) . . . X

First Job is also current,
Job (SKIP TO QUESTION 15.) . X

Did you work for yourself or someone-
else?

Self . v + « ¢+ ¢ ¢« v s . X

Someone else .




IF FARMER/RAHCHER OR_FARM/RANCH WORK ASK

IF RESPONDENT NEVER HAD A FULL-TIME CIVILI-

lhe: AN OR MILITARY JOB, OR PART-TIME JOB, SKIP
‘ , TO QUESTION 29.
14c. Did you own your own farm (ranch)?
» EVERYONE ELSE, ASK QUESTION 18:
Yes. . X 18a. Are you working at present? (PROBE
Mo . . Ly ¢ FOR PROPER CATEGORY,)
. ’ Yes . . .. X®
.*IF NO, ASK 1hd. £ No . e
14d. What kind of work did you do
on the farm (ranch)? Were you *TF YES, ASK 18b:
a mansger, forsmsn, lsborer, *
tenant, sharecropper, or what? 18b. Do you have 8 full-time job, or r
a part-time job,or sre you in the .
Msnager . X military service? (PROBE)
Foreman . . X Full-time job (35 hours i
~Laborer . X - or more per week) (..§._ . :
Tenant X QUESTION 19) . . . . 1 »
enant. . T Pgrt-time job (less
Sharecropper. . . X an 35 hours per week
. bs)
Other (vol.). C. X / on one or more Jo 5
(SPECIFY BELOW) (SKIP TO QUESTION 20.) . i
- Military Service (SKIP
TO_QUESTION 22.). -3
*15. How old were you when you started that
job? #*IF NO, ASK 18c: -
18c. Are you unemployed or lsid-
off, or retired, or a8 student
(or & housewife)? (PROBE)
(ONLY READ THE EXTRA PAREN-
IF RESPONDENT NEVER HELD A FULL-TIME CIVIL- THETICAL PHRASE IF RESPONDENT
IAN OR MILITARY JOB, SKIP TO QUESTION 17. IS FEMALE.)
EVERYONE EISE, ASK QUESTION 16: Unemployed or laid-
off (looking or waiting
16. Counting that first full-time job, about for work) . . .. 1
¢ how many different companies or employ- Retired SKIP TO
ers have you worked for full-time? evired . 4 .2 QUESTION.
B Full-time housewife . . 3 -1
— - - Full-time student . . . U
- N
~
' ‘\
S
—
ASK EVERYONE !
17a. Have you ever been unemployed or laid-
off? (IF RESPONDENT ASKS ABOUT UNEM-
PLOYED OR LAID-OFF, SAY: Have you ever
been out of work, but looking or waiting ;
for work?)
Yes . . X*
No. . . . X
*IF YES, ASK 17b:
17b. About how meny times?
s
.6 £38

i
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-

IF _RESPONDENT IS EMPLOYED FULL-TIME, ASK
QUESTION 19:

19a. What kind of work do you do? (IF
NECESSARY, PROBE: Can you tell me
in a little more detail just what
it is that you do?)

(NOTE: GET FULL JOB DESCRIPTION AND
INDUSTRY. IF RESPONDENT HAS MORE
THAN ONE JOB, GET MAIN JOB.)

Title:

Description of duties:

-

S
IR-NECESSARY: What kind of business
is that in?

IF FARMER/RANCHER OR FARM/RANCH WORK,
ASK lQb: N, :

- ™

N

% "
19b. Do you own your own farm {ranch)?

YES . + o + & s s o0 s s
No . . « «

*IF NO, ASK 19c:

X

. X

19c. What kind of work do you do

on the ferm (rench)? Are
you 8 manager, foreman,
laborer, tenant, share-
cropper, or what?
Mansger .
Foreman .
Laborer . . . . .
Tenant. .

Sharecropper. . . .

Other (vol.). « . . .
(SPECIFY BELOW.)

" SKIP TOzQUESTION 23.

A-10

IF RESPONDENT IS EMPLOYED PART-TIME, ASK
GQUESTION 20:

20a. What kind of work do you do? (IF
NECESSARY, PROBE: Can you tell me
in a little more detail just what
it is that you do?)

(NOTE: GET FULL JOB DESCRIPTION AND
INDUSTRY, IF RESPONDENT HAS MORE
THAN ONE PART-TIME JOB, GET MAIN JOB.)

2

Title:

Description of duties:

o

~

IF NECESSARY:
is that in?

What kind of business

20b. About how meny hours do you work
during an average week?

IF FARMER/RANCHER OR FARM/RANCH WORK,
ASK 20c :

20c. Do you own your own farm (ranch)?’

»

YeSe « ¢« « ¢ » o « « X
NO + o « = = ¢« « . X

*IF NO, ASK 204:

20d4. What kind of work do you do
on the farm (ranch)? Are
you a manager, foreman
laborer, tenant, share-
cropper, or what? e
Manager.
Foremean. .
Laborer. .
Tenant . . .
Sharecropper .

Other (vol.) . . .
(SPECIFY BELOW.)

Ea T P R

GO ON TO QUESTION 21.




IF RESPONDENT IS EMPLOYED PART-TIME, UNEM-
e oS A n il AT S mhy VM
PLOYED, RETIRED, STUDENT, OR HOUSEWIFE,
ASK QUESTION 21 :

€la. What kind of work did you do on the
last full-time job that you had? (IF
NECESSARY,PROBE: Can you tell me in
8 little more detail just what it is
that you did?)

(NOTE: GET FULL JOB DESCRIPTION AND
INDUSTRY, )

. (IF NEVER HAD FULL-TIME JOE, NOTE. THEN
ASK EVERYONE EXCEPT THOSE WHO NOW HAVE
PART-TIME JOBS: Whet kind of work did
you do on the last part-time job that

you had? IF NEVER HAD PART-TIME JOB,
X NOTE. ) .
" Title:
i
3. Description of duties:
!
Never held & full-time
job. . ... L. P ¢
IF NECESSARY: What kind of business was
\ that in?

, IF_FARMER/RANCHER OR FARM/RANCH WORK,
ASK 21b:

21b. DiJd you own your own farm (ranch)?

Yes « .« ¢ ¢ ¢ v v v . ... X
No, . .. B e
*IF NO, ASK 2lc:

2lc. What kind of work did you do

on the farm(ranch)? Were you

a manager, foremen, laborer,

tenant, sharecropper, or what?’
Manager . .
Foreman .
Laborer .
Tenant
Sharecropper

Other (vol.) . .
(SPECIFY BELOW.)

o T T S ]

SKIP TO QUESTION 23.

A-11

-

TF RESPONDENT IS IN MILITARY SERVICE, ASK

-QUESTIONS 22a TO 22d ;

22a. What branch of the service are you

in?
Army . X
Air Force. . L, - X
~ Navy . . . ... ... .X
Merines. X
Coast {2 rd N A ¢

22b. What 1s your rank 4 . A§(
X <
V2
©

22c. Is this your first term of service
or have you reenlisted?

First. . . . . ... .. X
Reenlisted . . . . . . . X

22d. Do you plan to reenlist when your
present term of service is over?
S

Yes. . . . . .. .. ..X
No .

IF _RESPONDENT IS ON FIRST TERM OF SERVICE
AND DOES NOT PLAN TO REENLIST, SKIP TO 22k.

IF RESPONDENT REENLISTED OR PLANS TO RE-
ENLIST, ASK 22e T0 22g.

22e. Hou‘many years have you been on

£ active duty in this branch of the

service?

<

22f. Whet kind of work do you do? (IF

NECESSARY, PROBE: Can you tell me
in 8 little more detail just what
b it is thst you do?)

(NOTE: GET FULL JOB DESCRIPTION.)

Title:

Description of duties:
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22g. Do you have any people serving under IF FARMER/RANCHER oR'FARﬁ/RANCH WORK, ASK
you, either directly or indirectly? 221: .
! : Yes . . . ... xR | 221. Did you own your own farm (ranch)? -
Nobiw v v v o X / R P
* M . - o ¢ e e & o e & o @
IF YES, ASK 22h: S //j .. No . X
2
22h. About how many? l&/\ S#ATF NO, ASK 22m: , on
- _— . . /22m.. What kind of work did you do
» on the farm (ranch)?. Were you
IF PEOPLE SERVE UNDER RESPONDENT, ASK a manager, foreman, laborer,
e2i: tenantéasharecropger, or what?
22i. Do they have any people serving .
under them whom you didn't count ManBger. .. . . . . X
o already? ] . - . Forgman. « s e s 0 e e X
: YeS o . . . .. . X Laborezs « s « o o 4 o x\
- No. v v s e e X Sharecropper « « « « « X \
’ Other (vol.) « « « « « X |
¥*IF YES, ASK 22j: . (SPECIFY BELOW.) \
223. About how many serve under ' \

them, altogether?

-

SKIP TO QUESTION 25.

IF RESPONDENT IS ON. FIRST TERM OF SERVICE AND
DOES NOT PIAN TO REENLIST, ASK 22k: : 1

22k. What kind of work did you do on the last
full-time job that you had before you
entered the service? (IF NECESSARY,
PROBE: Can you tell me in a little more
detail just what it is that you did?)

(NOTE: GET FULL JOB DESCRIPTION AND
INDUSTRY.) , .

(IF NEVER HAD A FULL-TIME JOB, NOTE. THEN|
ASK: What kind of work did you do on
the last part-time job that you had be- ,
fore you entered the service? IF NEVER
HAD PART-TIME JOB, NOTE.)

Title:

Description of duties:

Never held full-
. time Job . . . . .« . X

Never held full-time
or part-time job (SKIP

TO_QUESTION 29). s . . X

IF NECESSARY: What kind of business was o
that in?
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USE THIS CHART TO FIND OUT WHICH JOB TO ASK ABOUT IN QUESTIONS 23 TO 28. CIRCLE THAT JOB
ON THE C

HART. (USE PRESENT TENSE FOR CURRENT JOBS, PAST TENSE FOR PREVIOUS JOBS.)

Current Employment Status --
Question 18

- 4
Ask Questions 23 to 28 about:

£

Employed full-time.

-

Present job -- main job if holds two
or more., :

Military service -- reenlisted or plans
to reenlist (See Questions 22¢ and 224).

Present military job - SKIP TO

*
QUESTION 25. - )

- Military service -- has not reenlisted
and does not plar to reenlist (See

Questions 22¢ and 22d). __

e
Last full-time-civilian job.
Or, if never ‘employed full-time:
last part-time civilian job,
Or, if nef¥er employed at all as

\ ' ciyilian: SKIP TG QUESTION 29.
' A s . ——
; . s
|, Employed part-time. Last full-time job,
T~ ’ Or, if never employed full-time: »
T . v / present part-time job -- main
] N . “Job if holds two or more, AA/J
'\uzéé;loyed, retired, housewife, or Last full-time job,- -
student. Or, if never employed full-time: e
- last part-time Job.
Or, if never employed at all: SKIP
TO QUESTION 29. ‘
23. I have a few more questions about ##TF SOMEONE ELSE, ASK 2hd:
your . job (INSERT
JOB CIRCLED ON CHART, E.G., PRESENT 2hd. Do (did) you have any people working
JOB, LAST FULL-TIME JOB, EIC.).... for you,. either directly or in-
How long have you worked (did you directly?
work) for your present (last, last -
civilian) employer? Yes. . . X#
. _  Years ° No . . ........X
HH®TF YES, ASK 2be:
2%a. Do (did) you work for yourself or 2he. About how many?
someone else? =
Self . . . + .+ + . .+ X¥ h
. IF PEOPLE WORK (WORKED) FOR RESPON-
Someone else . . . . XW» DENT, ASK 2Lr: ,
*IF SELF, ASK 24b and 2he¢: 2Wf. Do (did) they have any people
vorking for them whom you didn't
2kb. About how many people do count already?
(did) you employ?
Yes. D Chdatd
No .". . ... ... .X
2kc, About how much would your - :
business (farm, ranch) sell IF YES, ASK 2kg:
for today? 2kg. About how many work for them,
altogether? .
S ,
24210 -
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ASK_EVERYONE QUESTIONS 25 TO 28, EXCEPT THOSE
WHO NEVER HAD PART-TIME OR FULL-TIME JOBS
(PRESENT TENSE FOR CURRENT JOBS, PAST TENSE
FOR PREVIOUS JOBS).

25. Taking into consideration B1ll the things °
about your job (INSERT - '
JOB CIRCLED ON CHART), how satisfied ox
dissatisfied are you (were you) with
it? (HAND RESPONDENT CARD 2.)

Extremely satisfied. . . . .
Very satisfiéd ¢ o o« s o o
Somewhat satisfied . . . . .
Somewhat dissatisfied. . . .
Very dissatisfied. . . . . .
Extremely dissatisfied . . .

Oy W F W N

(TAKE BACK CARD 2.) .

26. How much of your skills and talents
does (did) ydur job use -- all of them,
most of them, some of them, or none of

them?
All of them. . + + o v . o . 1
Most of them . . . . . . .;/g///»
Some of them « « « « « . .
None of them « « « « « o » . U

27. Do (did) you feel your chances uf getting
ahead in your work are (were) excellent,
good, fair, or poor?

Excellent. « ¢ ¢ ¢ - « o o &
Good + v v v v v e e e e e
Fair . . . ..

Poor . . . + v v v 000

-1u- 243

28a.

e ey e

-
”

Regardless of how much you like (liked)
your job, if you were able to choose
any job you wanted, is there any other‘
kind of work you would rather do?

Yes « -0 . o o .. . X¥
No. ¢« v v v ¢« v v« . X

-

*IF YES, ASK 28b:

28b. What is that? (IF NECESSARY,
PROBE: Can you tell me in a
little more detail Jjust what
kind of work ycu would like
to do?)

(NO"E: GET FULL JOB DESCRIP- _
TION AND INDUSTRY.)

I

Titles
criptio&\ef duties:

e

IF NECESSARY: What kind of
business would that be in?

28c. Would you work for yourself

or someone else?

Self. ¢ne » . .. . X

Someone else. . . ~ X

IF FARMER/RANCHER OR FARM/RANCH WORK,
ASK 284: : c

28d. Would you own youf-own form
(ranch)?
' Yes. « . .. .. . X
TNO . e e e e XE
" *IF NO, ASK 28e:

28e. What kind of work wounld
you do on the farm (rauch)?
Would you be a manager,
foreman, laborer, tenant,
sharecropper, or what?

Manager.
Foreman. . . . . .
Laborer. . ... . .
Tenant . . . . .
Sharecropper . . .

e *. Other (vol.) . . .
(SPECIFY BELOW)

DRSO M
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° 30a. Which of these are the main things
ASK EVERYONE: . a young man shoul? consider in
. choosing a job? (HAND RESPONDENT
29a. 1If you had & son starting school now,
what kind of job would you like him SANEDR&I),O,%% Rﬁgﬁ?mff 2{;{2? gaNﬁ :
to have when he finished his educa- thin s;) ’ :
tion? (NOTE: GET FULL JOB DESCRIPTION gs:
AND INDU;?RY.) . Q.30a { &.30b
. i Main ' One Mest
(IF RESPONDENT SAYS SOMETHING LIKE Thing Important
"ANYTHING, AS LONG~AS HE IS SATISFIED,"
ASK: Well, just considering Jobs he Good wages or income 1 1
would be satisfied with, what kind
would you like to see him have?) Steady work . . 2 @
Interesting work. . . . 3 5"
Title: Chance to get ahead . . 4 b
| Able to be helpful
' to others . . . .. 5 5
Chance to meet and
D .
escription\of duties: . socialize with people . 6 6
. Able to supervise
others. . . . . . . . . T T
Chance to be in-
IF NECESSARY: What kind of business dependentc. reee e 8 8
would that be in? Cleanwork. . . . . . .9 9
IF MORE THAN ONE, ASK 30b:
29b. Would you like him to work for him- 30b. Which one of these do you think is
self or someone else? the most impdrtant” {READ RESPON-
Self X DENT'S ANSWERS TO 30a.)
Someone else « o~ . o o X (TAKE BACK CARD 3.)
IF FARMER/RANCHER OR FARM/RANCH WORK
ASK 29c: i 3la. Which of these are the main reasons
. . . that people get ahead on & Jjob these
29c. Would you like him to own his own jays? (HAND RESPONDENT CARD 4.) (IF
farm (ranch) or not? . RESPONDENT GIVES ONLY ONE RESPONSE,
YeS: ¢« + o o o s o o o X ASK: Any other main reasons?)
NO o o o o s o o o « o X* Q.3la Q.31
Main One Most
*IF NO, ASK 29d: Thing Important
29d. What kind of work would you .
like him to do on the farm Ability . . . . .. . . 1 1
(ranch)? Would you like Hard work ) > 2
him to be a mauaager, fore- Tt
man, laborer, tenant, Knowing the right
sharecropper, or what? people. . 3 3
'Manager. X Training and education. k L
¢ ) Foreman. - o o o o o . X Good luck . . . . . .. 5 5
Race, religion, or
Laborew. . - « - « o + X family backgro&nd ... 6 6
Tenant « « e o o o X _
Sharecropper + + « « + X IF MORE THAN ONE, ASK 3lb:
51b. Which one of these do you think
%:;§51§¥°%é20& { -e o X is the most important? (READ
¢ RES PONDENT’S* ANSWERS TO 3la.)
(TAKE BACK CARD k.)
Q
ERIC Y'Y
P oo < ‘z‘i‘i

°
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.
™" 32a.. Now I have a few questions about edu=- ’ 33a. Do you feel you got as much education
cation.... What was the highest grade : X as you wanted?

&2 you completed in school?

R ’ ’ . T . . .
(IF RESPONDENT SAYS: GRADE SCHOOL, s N g
GRAMMAR SCHOOL, JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL, Yo et n .
OR X YEARS OF HIGH SCHOOL, ASK: How . X2} . .
many years was that in all, then?) - NO, ASK j Sb: ) .

; 33b. How r’h education would you have
(TF HE SAYS: ATTENDED COLLEGE, LAW likeu ¢o get?
SCHOOL, E™C., ASK: How many years in - .
(school mentioned) did you complete?) (IF RESPONDENT SAYS. GRADE SCHOOL, -
. . GRAMMAR SCHOOL, JU" _OR HIGH SCHOOL,
. OR X YEARS OF HI” 1 SCHOOL. ASK:
Highest grade or years . .
completed in grade or lt.. :nx;x;ny years »ould that be in all,
high school: t
(IF HE SAYS: ATTEND COLLEGE, LAW
= SCH(()OL, ETC., ASK: }){ow many years
- in (school mentioned) would you
Years completed
in college, etc.: | have liked to complete?)
i . Highest grade or 'years
. {SPECIFY. 'KIND OF SCHOOL OR o to be completed in
DEGREE. ) o - grade or high school:
IF HIGH SCHOOL, ASK 32b: - ' e
52b. What were the names of the high :
schools you attended? ) ;{ears to be completed
; J- n college, etc.:
‘ _ ua
‘ (SPECIFY KIND OF SCHOOL OR
X DEGREE. )
IF COLLEGE OR UNWERngY, OR GRADUATE
STUDY, ASX 32c.AND 324:
32c. What were the names of the high
) " schools you attended?
N R ~
32d. What were the names of the colleges|.
or universities you attended?
:
240 .
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& 34. If you had s son starti.g school now, 35a. Now,I'd like to ask you about
how nuch education would you like him margiage.... At thé present time,
to have? are you single, married, divorced,
. separated, or widowed? (NOTE:
. (IF RESPONDENT SAYS SUMETHING LIKE: * SEPARATED MEANS MARRIED, BUT DOES /
"THAT IS UP TO HIM, WHATEVER HE WANTS, " NOT LIVE WITH PARTNER BY PREFERENCE. )
ASK: Well, if everything worked out
all right, how much education would Single (SKIP TO
you like him to have?) QUESTION B1). . . . . . .-1
(IF RESPONDENT SAYS: GRADE SCHOOL, Married . . . . .. ... 2%
GRAMMAR SCHOOL, JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL, D1 a .. 3%
OR X YEARS OF HIGH SCHOOL, ASK: How vorced. .« v e v e 0 3
msny years would that be in all, then?) Separated . . . . ., . . . L%
1 . . *
(IF HE SAYS: ATTEND COLLEGE, LAW Widowed . . . ...t 5
N , SCHOOL, ETC., ASK: How many years
in (schqol mentioned) would you like *IF MARRIED, DIVORCED, SEPARATED, OR
him to complete?) , WIDOWED, ASK 350:
Highest grade or years 35b. IF RESPONDEWT RAS CHILDREN LIVING
to b? complete? in grade AT HOME OR .SUALLY LIVING AT HOME
or high school: TSEE QUESTION 2): Besides the
children living at home now, or
usually living here, do you have
hild t 1livi t home?
Years to bt campleted any ¢ ren no ving 8 o
in college, etc.: ALL OTHER RESPONDENTS: Do you Jﬁ'
have any children not living at -
home?
(SPECIFY KIND OF SCHOOL OR one «
DEGREE. ) (GET CHILDREN FROM ALL OF RESPON-
DENT'S MARRIAGES.)
Yes . . ... ... . .. Xee
No. . . .. .. ... ..X
*#IF YES, ASK 35c: °

35c. How many?




-

-

IF RESPONDENT IS FEMALE AND EVER MARRIED,
SKIP TU QUESTION 38.

IF RESPONDENT IS MALE AND EVER MARRIED, ASK
QUESTIONS 36 AND 37:

_+Did your wife ever work? (IF RESPON-
DENT WAS MARRIED MORE THAN ONCE, ASK
ABOUT MCST R.CENT OR PRESENT WIFE, )

36a.

Yes , P ¢

No. . . .+ .+ o4+ .X

*IF YES, ASK 36b: .
36b.

What kind of work does (did) she ~

usuelly do¥ (IF NECESSARY, PROBE:

Can you tell me in a little more

dft&i% Just what it is that she
32 .

(GET FULL JOB DESCRIPTION AND
INDUSTRY FOR FULL-TIME JOB.)

(IF NEVER HAD ANYTHING BUT PART-. -~

TIME JOBS, NOTE AND GET PART-TIME
JOB. )

(IF RESPONDENT WAS MARRIED MORE THAN
ONCE, ASK ABOUT MOST RECENT OR
PRESENT HUSBAND. )
Title: ’
(IF DOESN'T KNOW ABOUT JOB,
PROBE: Well, was she a mana-
ger, fo-eran, office worker,
sales w: “~n, factory w&?ker,
or what?)

Description of duties:

IF NECESSARY: What kind of busi-
ness is that in? (IF DOESN'T KNOW,
PROBE: Well, do they make things,
repair things, or-what? .What do
they make (repair, sell)?)

IF FARMER/RANCHER OR FARM/RANCH
WORK, ASK 36c¢:

36c.

Does (did) she own her own
farm (ranch)?

Yes « .« . v+ v . .. X
No. . . . . .

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

**IF NO, ASK 36d: Lo

364. What kind of work does (did) ~
, she do on the farm (ranch)?
’ Was she a manager, foreman,
laborer, tenant, sharecropper,
or what?

Manager. . .

Foreman. .
Laborer. .’ ¢ .

¢« T e

Teﬁant N
Sharecropper'.

Other (vol.) « + «-v .
+ (SPECIFY BELOW)

37.

Wbat was “the highest grade she completed -

in school?, , S
- + {}

(IF DOESN'T KNOW, NOTE AND ASK: Can

yow make a rough guess about the Highest

grade she completed?)

(IF RESPONDENT SA¥S: GRADE SCHOOL,
‘GRAMMAR SCHOOL, JUNIOR:HIGH SCHOOL
OR X YEARS OF HIGH SCHOOL, ASK: How
many years was that in all, then?)

(IF HE SAYS: ATTENDED COLLEGE,-LAW
SCHOOL, ETC,, ASK:. How many years
n (school mentioned) did she com-
plete?)

Highest grade or years
completed in grade or
high school:

Years completed
in college, etc.:

{SPECIFY KIND OF SCHOOL OR
DEGREE. )

- .

SKIP TO QUESTION k1.

- 15 .




IF RESPONDENT IS FEMALE AND EVER MARRIED,
ASK_QUESTIONS 38 AND 33:

38a. What kind of work did your husband
usually do? (IF NECESSARY, PROBE:
Cun you tell me in a little more
detail just what it is that he did?)

(NOTE: GET FULL JOB DESCRIE.ION AND
INDUSTRY FOR FULL-TIME JOB.)

(IF NEVER HAD ANYTHING BU™ PART-TIME
‘ JOBS, NOTE AND GET PART _IME JOB.)

(IF RESPONDENT WAS MARRIED MORE THAN
ONCE, ASK ABOUT MOST RECENT OR
PRESENT HUSBAND; )

Title:

(IF DOESN'T KNOW ABOUT JOB, PROBE:
Well, was"he a manager, foreman,
office worker, st¢lesman, factory
worker, or what?) <

Description of Duties:

4

IF NECESSARY: What kind of busi-
ness was that in? (IF DOESN'T
KNOW, PROBE: Well, do they make
thxngs, sell thlngs, repair things,
or what? What do they make -(re-
pair, selli)?) '

7

38b. Did he work for himself or somecne else?

-

Self. . . . . . . . . . . . X»

Someone else. . . . . .. . X

AN

*IF SELF, ASK 38c, BUT DO NOT ASK
FARMERS /RANCHERS :

38c. About how much would his busi-
ness sell for today?

$

IF FARMER/RANCI{ER OR FARM/RANCH WORK,,
ASK 384 ;

38d. Did he own his own farm (ranch)?
Yes . . . ... ... .., e
M. . . X

**IF YES, ASK 38e:

38e. About how much would it
sell for today?

$

##8TF NO, ASK 3Bf:

38f. What kind of work did he
do on the farm (ranch)?
Was he a manager, foreman,
laborer, tenant, share-
cropper, or what? *

, Manager. . X -
- Foreman. . . .>. . X
Laborer. D ¢
Tenant . . X
Sharecropper R K
Other (vol,) . ¢

) (SRECIFY BELOW-.)

.
£
- .

39. What was the highest grade he completed
in school?

(IF DOESN'T KNOW, "NOTE AND ASK: Can you

meke a rough guess about the hlghest
grade he completed?)

(IF "RESPONDENT SAYS: GRADE SCHOOL,
GRAMMAR SCHOOL, JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL,
OR X YEARS OF HIGH SCHOOL, ASK: How
many years was that in all, then?)

(IF Hi SAYS: ATTENDED COLLEGE, AW
SCHOOL, ETC., ASK: How many years
in (school mentloned) did he complete?)

Highest grade or years
completed in grade or
high school:

Years completed .
in ccllege, etc. s

K4

(SPECIFY KIND OF SCHOOL OR
DEGREE. ) .

J

<



ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

S

IF RESPONDENT IS FEMALE,! EVER MARRIED, AND

NOT NOW EMPLOYED FULL-TIME (SEE QUESTION 18),
ASK QUESTION LO:~ * .

ALL OTHER RESPONDENTS SKIP TO QUESTION 41.

40, Have you worked at a full-time job
since your divorce (separation,
hisband’'s death)?

Yes . . . . . v ... . X

No .. ... .4+4...X
N\

H
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44, 1In your opinion, would everybody be

better off or wofse off if the working
people were given more power-snd in-
fluence in the government?

Better off . . . . . . .. .1
Worse off .

ASK FVFRYONE:

k1. There has been a lot of talk recently
about social classes in the United
States. I wonder what you think about
this.... What social classes do you
think there are in the Toledo area?

(PROBE: Any others?
NAMES OF CLASSES.)

NOTE: GET

{IF THE NUMBER OF CLASSES IS NOT CLEAR
FROM RESPONDENT'S ANSWER, ASK: How
many social classes do you think there
are in all?) )

L5,

Some people believe that jobs would be
more steady, the pay fairer, and fewer
weople out of work if the government
took over end ran our businesses &nd
industries. Other people think it
would be better if business and- indus-
try continued to be privately owned.
Which do you think?

Govermment take oveér

Privatély owned % . . . . .2

46, Which do you think is more important

for the government to do: make certain
each person has = chaAce to get shead
on his own; or guarantee every person

a decent and steady job and standard

of living? ) )

Maeke ‘certain . . . . . . . . 1

“Guarentee. . . . . .. . . . 2

42. Do you ever think of yourself as being
in one of these classes?

Yes . .

NOw v v v e e e e s L2

47. In strikes and disputes between working

people and employers, do you usually
side with the workers or the employers?

-

Workers. . . . . . . . .« .1

Employers. . . . . . . . . . 2

43. Now I'm going to ask your opinions sbout
some curvent issues in the country
today.... Do you think that’America is
really a iand of opportunity, where
people get vretty much what's coming
to them, or don't you agree with that?

(ON QUESTIONS 43 TO 52, IF RESPONDENT
DOESN'T GIVE A CLEAR ANSWER OR DOESN'T
KNOW, ASK: Well, if you had to take
a stand on that question, one way or
the other, which answer would you
choose? REREAD QUESTION IF NECESSARY.)

Agree .

Don't agree . . . . . . . 2

L8.

Do you think working people aré usually
fairly and squerely treated by their
employers, or do employers sometimes
take advantage of them?

Fairly treated . . - . . . . 1

.2’

Employers take advantage -

kg. Meny people say that they live only

from one day to the next. Do you
think this way, too, or do you feel thsat
you can make plans for the future?

Live cne day to the next . . 1

Make plans for future.




me people think that.obedience and
regpect for authority are the most .
impgrtant qualities of a good citi-

zen. \ Would you tell me how much you
agree or disagree? (HAND RESFONDENT
CARD 5.)

~\\ Strongly agree, , , .
\ .

‘§lightly agree.

Neutral . . . . . ., .

Slightly disagree . ., ,
Stroqgly disagree , ., .

A-21

Some say that these days a person
doesn't really know who he can count
on, Would you tell me how much you
agree or disagree? (HAND RESPONDENT
CARD 5.) J

\

Strongly agree, ,
Slightly agree. . . ,
Neutral .,

*Slightly disagree .

VoW NN

Strongly disagree . .

— (ZAKE BACK CARD 5)

528, Suppose someone ssid that labor unions
are ruining this country, and most
strikes should be forbidden by law.
you think that most businessmen would
agree or disagree with him?

'

Do

.1
. 2

Agree .

Disagree. . . . .

. Do you think that‘mc :"factory workers
would sgree or disagree with him?

Agree . . . . . . .. .

, Disagree. . . .

53a.

We hear a lot these days about
different ways to bring up children.
I'd like to get your ideas.... Imagine
that you had a five-year-old boy. He
has just done something that you didn't
want him to do., What would you usually
do -- scold him,.spank him, keep him in
the house, or what?

(IF HE SAYS SOMETHING LIKE: "IT DEPENDS
ON WHAT HE DID" ASK: Well, what would
you do in most situations when he did
something wrong?)

(IF HE CIVES MORE THAN ONE ANSWER, RECORD
THEM ALL.)
Scold. . . ,
Spank. . .
Keep in house.

- Other (vo1.) . . .
(SPECIFY BELOW-)

I

IF MORE THAN ONE, ASK 53b:
53b.

Which one would you do most often
in situations like that?

i e

c

5.

Suppose he gets angry at you. He.
shouts st you or tries to kick you or
slap, you. How often would you allow
him to do this -- always, usually,
sometimes, or never?

' (IF RESPONDENT DOESN'T GIVE A CLEAR
ANSWER OR DOESN'T KNOW, ASK: Well,
if you had to take a stand on that
question, one=way or the other,
vhich answer would you choose?
REREAD QUESTION IF NECESSARY.)

Always .
Usually. . . .
-Sometimes.

Never.

Moo W N e

once (vol.)e « ¢ v o &

]

o
<
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55. Now I am going to read you a few 61, Tsking all things together, how happ?-
'+ statements that people sometimes make are you thesé days? (HAND RESPONDENT
when they describe themselves. Woull . CARD 6.)
you tell me whether they describe you
The first statement is: I always try Extremely happy . 1
to practice what I preach.... Is that ' .
true of you or not? — \ Very happy. 2
( ’ et Somewhat happy. . . . . . . 3
ON QUESTIONS ‘55 TO 60, IF RESPONDENT . ‘
DOESN'T GIVE A CLEAR ANSWER OR Slightly happy. b
DOESN'T KNOW, ASK: Well, if you Not happy at &11. . . . . . 5
had to choose one answer or the
other, would you say the description . (TAKE BACK CARD 6.)

is true of you or not? REREAD QUES-
TION IF NECESSARY.)

62a. If you were asked to use one of these

True. « « « « « o « o o« o1 four names for your social class, which
would you say you belonged in: the

Not true. middle class, lower class, working

class, or upper class? (HAND RESPONDENT

CARD 7.)

56. Sometimes it's hard for me to go on
with my work if I'm not encouraged.... Middle class. . . « . . . . 1¥
Is that true of you or not?

lower class . . . . . . . 2
True. .« . + + + + « 0« o o0 1 Working class.. . . . . . . 3
Not true. . . . . . . .. .2 ) Upper class . L

(TAKE BACK CARD 7.)

57. ‘There have been times when I was jealous B
of other people's good luck.... Is that . #IF MIDDLE CLASS, ASK 62b:~ " -
true of you or not? :

62b. Would you say you were in the
upper-middle or the lower-middle

True. « « + v o « o « o « o 1
b class?

Not true.

&
n

Upper-middle- . . . . . . . X
Lower-middle -. . . . . . X

58. I have never hurt someone's feelings
on purpose.... Is that true of you 63

or not? Which of these terms describes how you

compare to the other people here in the

Prue N Toledo ares in social.standing? (HAND
e e ¢ & & o @ P * o . RESPONDENT CARD 8.)

Not true. . . . . . « . ., 2

Very much above averasge . .

Somewhat above average.
59. I never mind being asked to return @ Slightly above average. . .
favor.... Is that true of you or not?

1
2
3
Slightly below average. . . ki,
True. « « « « « « o« « « « 1 Somewhat below average. 5

6

Not true. . . . . « . . .« .2 Very much below aversge .
(TAKE BACK CARD 8.)

60. The last statement is: I sometimes o
try to get even rather than forgive and ’
forget.... Is that true of you or not?

TIUE. « + « o o o o o o « 1

Not true. . . . . .+ . . . 2

El{llC e -19- 201
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6k. People have different ideas of just
how they fit into community affairs,
_¥hich one of these is the best de-
scription of how you.fft in? (HAND
RESPONDENT CAFD 9.)

A person who helps to

make community decisions. . 1

A person who is active in
the community, but not

one of the decision-makers. 2’

An ordinary person in the

conmunity . . .. .. .. . 3

Not a part of the community

st 8ll. . .., .. .. .. .4

(TAKE BACK CARD 9.)

65. Now I have some questions about your
family history.... Where were you
born? (GET STATE OR COUNTRY,

-

69a. Were you raised by both your real
parents?

Yes « v o0 oo ..o L0 X q
No. . . . . .V e v v v o . X®
« *IF NO, ASK 69b
69b.

Who raised you? (IF RAISED BY MORE
THAN ONE MAN -- OR MORE THAN ONE
WOMAN -~ GET THE ONEWHO RAISED
RESPONDENT THE LONGEST).

(IF RESPONDENT ASKS ABOUT "RAISED,"

SAY: These are the people you lived
with and who took care of you up to

when you were 15 or 16.)

66. What year was that?

* 67.

Which of these best describes where you
were raised? (HAND RESPOMDENT CARD 10)

¥ (IF RESPONDENT ASKS ABOUT "RAISED,"_SAY:
Where did you live up to when you were

) P

ASK QUESTIONS 70-T3 FOR MAN WHO RAISED
RESPONDENT (IF NOT RAISED BY A MAN, ASK
POR REAL FATHER):
70.' Where was your

born? (INSERT RELATIONSHIP, E.G.,

FATHER, STEPFATHER. GET STATE OR

COUNTRY. ) .

15 or 167?) IF RESPONDENT IS NEGRO, SKIP TO QUESTION 72.
(IF HE MOVED AROUND, GET WHERE LIVED : ;
LONGEST. ) ’ IF_RESPONDENT IS NOT NEGRO,.ASK QUESTION 71:
Onafarm . . . . o« .. .1 71l. What country did his people originally
n come from? (IF RESPONDENT SAYS
In the country, but "AMERICA," RECORD AND PROBE.)
not on a farm . + . . . . .2 -
A small town. . ... . .. .3
. A medium-sized city . . ., ., b
A suburb of a large city. . 5
A large city. . . .6 |
(TAKE BACK CARD 10.) \
1
68. How many years have you lived in the i
Toledo area? . |
Number of years |
Entire life (vol.). . . . . X ) }
|
. - - 20 -
Q H =0 |
ERIC . - 202 }
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ASK EVERYONE:

. 72a. What kind of work did he usually do?

| (IF NECESSARY, PROBE: Can you tell me
' in a little more detail just what it is

i that he did?)

{(NOTE: GET FULL JOB DESCRIPTION AND
INDUSTRY FOR FULL-TIME JOB)
‘ (IF NEVER HAD ANYTHING BUT PART-TIME
i JOBS, NOTE AND GET PART-TIME JOB.)

Title:

(IF DOESN'T KNOW ABOUT JOB,
PROBE: Well, was he a manager,
foreman, office worker. sales~
man, factory worker, or what?)

Desc}iption of duties:

IF NECESSARY: What kind of business

is that in? (I® DOESN'T KNOW, PROBE:
Well, do they make things, sell things,
repair things, or what? What do they
make (repair, sell)?)

72b. Did he work for himself or someone else?

Self .

Someone else . . . . . .« X

IF FARMER/RANCHER OR FARM/RANCH WORK, ASK

73. What was the highest grade he completed
in school?

(IF DOESN'T KNOW, NOTE AND ASK: Can
you make a rough guess about the
highest grade he completed?)

(IF RESPONDENT SAYS: GRADE SCHOOL,
GRAMMAR SCHOOL, JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL,
OR X YEARS OF HIGH SCHOOL, ASK: How
many years was that in-all, then?)

(IF HE SAYS: ATTENDED COLLEGE, LAW
SCHOOL, ETC., ASK: How many years
in (school mentioned) did he complete?)

Highest grade or years
completed in grade or
high school:

Years completed
B in college, etc.:

(SPECIFY KIND OF SCHOOL OR
DEGREE. )

T2c:
T2c. Did he own his own farm (ranch)?
Yes. « « ¢« ¢« o oo oo o X
DU [ T €
*IF NO, ASK 72d:
72d. What kind of work did he do
on the farm (ranch)? Was he
a manager, forgmaﬁ, laborer,
tenant, shargcropper, or
what?
Manager. . . . . . . . . X
Foreman. . X
Laborer. . . . . . ... . X
Tenant « + +« « + « « « « X
Sharecropper . . X
.Other (vol.) . . . . X
(SPECIFY BELOW.)
- O - 21 -
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ASK QUESTIONS 7h4-77 FOR WOMAN WHO RAISED
RESPONDENT (IF NOT RAISED BY WOMAN, ASK
FOR REAL MOTHER) : ‘ e

Thk. Where was your
born? (INSERT RELATIONSHIP, E.G.,
MOTHER, STEPMOTHER. GET STATE OR
COUNTRY. )

IF RESPONDENT IS NEGRO, SKIP TO QUESTION 76.

IF _RESPONDENT IS NOT ° .0, ASK QUESTION 75:

75. What country did people origins’
édome from? (IF k .ONDENT SAYS
"AMERICA," RECORD AND PROBE.)




ASK EVERYONE:

T6a.

T6b.

T6c.

Did she usually work, either on full-time
or part-time jobs?

Yes, ,
No . .

. X#
. X

#IF USUALLY WORKING: What kind of work
did she usually do? (IF NECESSARY;
PROBE: Csn you tell me in a little
more detail just what it is that she
d41d?)

(NOTE: GET FULL JOB DESCRIPTION AND

INDUSTRY FOR FULL~-TIME JOB.)

(IF NEVER HAD ANYTHING BUT PART-TIME
JOBS, NOTE AND GET PART-TIME JOB.)

##TF NOT USUALLY WORKING: (ASK ABOUT
HUSBAND'S WORK'. IF NECESSARY, ASK:
Was she related to (man

IF WIFE, NOTE. 1IF
What kind of work did
IF NOT

Just described).
NOT WIFE, ASK:
her husband usually do?
MARRIED, NQTE.)

Title:

(IF DOESN'T KNOW ABOUT JOB,
PROBE: Well, was he a manager,
foreman, office worker, sales-
man, factory worker, or what?)

Description of duties:

IF NECESSARY: What kind of business
is that in? (IF DOESN'T KNOW, PROBE:
Well, do they make things, sell things,
repair things, or what? What do they
make (repair, sell)?)

Did she (he) work for herself (himself)
or someone else?

Self. .

Someone else. .

A-25

IF FARMER/RANCHER OR FARM/RANCH WORK, ASK

Téd:
76d. Did she (he) own her (his) own farm
(?anch)?
’ Yes. . . .+ v v« . s . X
No . . Xe®

**IF NO, ASK T6e:

T6e. What kind of work did she {he) do
on the farm (ranch)? Was she

(he) a manager, foreman, laborer,
tenant, sharecropper, or what?
5

Manager.
Foreman.
Laborer.
Tenant .
Sharecropper .

Other (vol.) . . .
(SPECIFY BELOW.)

Eo T - - S -

TT.

What was the highest grade she completed
in school? ..

(IF DOESN'T KNOW, NOTE AND ASK: Canvyou
make a rough guess about the. highest-
grade she completed?) .t \

IF RESPONDENT SAYS: GRADE SCHOOL,
GRAMMAR SCHOOL, JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL,
OR-X YEARS OF HIGH.SCHOOL, ASK: ‘ How
many years was that in all, then?)

(IF HE SAYS: ATTENDED COLLEGE, LAW
SCHOOL, ETC., ASK: How many years
in (school mentloned) did she complete?)

Highest grade or years
to be completed in
grade or high school:

Years to be completed
in college, etc. or degree

(SPECIFY KIND OF SCHOOL OR
DEGREE. )
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78a. Do you have any brothers or sisters
now living? (GET NATURAL AND HALF-
AND STEP-BROTHERS AND SISTERS.)
Yes. . . . R
) NOw v v v vv e v e e X
*IF YES, ASK 78b:
B 78b. How many?
Brothers
Siste;;
! 79a. Did you have any brothers or sisters
. who passed away? (GET NATURAL AND HALF-
- AND STEP-BROTHERS AND SISTERS. EXCLUDE
THOSE DYING IN INFANCY.)
YES « v v v e e e e e e s . X#
NOw v v v v v v e e e e e e e X’
= /
*IF YES, ASK 79b: )
79b. How many?
Brothers
N Sisters
80. Now I'd like to turn to some other
. topics.... On the basis of your experi-
ence so, far, how successful have you

been in life? (HAND RESPONDENT CARD 1l.

Extremely successful. . .
Very successful .
Somewhat successful .
Slightly successful .

Not successful at all .
=

(TAKE BACK CARD 11.)

1
. 2
.3
L
5

)

81a.

Which of the following things do you
feel are responsible for your success
or lack of success? (HAND RESPONDENT
CARD 12.) (IF RESPONDENT GIVES ONLY
ONE RESPONSE, ASK: Anything else?)

l

! Q.81a Q.81b
. Mgin One Most
Thing Important
Health . . Ol Ol
Ability. .02 02
Tr?ining and education . 03 03
Ggtting the right
/ﬁreaks out of life . . . Ob o4
/ Drive and ambition . 05 05
Social class . . 06 06
Race . . . 07 o7
Religion . ... .08 08
% ’
Economic conditions. (0] Q9
Other (vol.) . . . . . . 10 10
(SPECIFY BELOW.) ,
/
Nothing (vol.) . . .11 /1

IF MORE THAN ONE, ASK 8lb.

8lb. wWhich one of these db you think
is the most importgnt? (READ
RESPONDENT'S ANSWERS TO 8la.)
I/” (
(TAKE BACK CARD 12.) ,
—a |

S

e

!

82.

Which of these ternms describes how y?u
compare to the other people here in
the Toledo area in power or influencg?
(HAND RESPONDENT CARD 13) '
Very much above average. . .
Somewhat above average .
Slightly above average . . .
Slightly below average .
Somewhat below average .

Very much below average.

(TAKE BACK CARD 13.)

(o QAN B R VL RV




(IF RESPONDENT SAYS "CHRISTIAN," ASK:
Which Christian church or denomination
do you prefer?)

(IF.HE SAYS HE HAS NO PREFERENCE, ASK:
Do you believe in any religion?)

Protestant.

(SPECIFY DENOMINATION BELOW.)

Catholic
Hebrew

Other (SPECIFY BELOW.)

None

MIF NONE, ASK 83b:
83b.

Protestant

(SPECIFY DENOMINATION BELOW.)

Catholic
Hebrew

Other (SPECIFY BELOW.)

=

None

83a. What is your religious preference? (PROBE.)

X

. X*

In which religion were you raised?

X

A-27

85a. Generally speaking, do you think of
yourself as a Democrat, a Republican,

an Independent, or what?

Democrat .
Republican . . L.
Independent . 3%

Other or don't know (vol.) . W%
(SPECIFY BELOW.) *

*IF INDEPENDENT, OTHER, OR DON'T KNOW,
ASK 85b:

85b.

Do you think of yourself as closer
to the Democrats or the Republi-
cans?

Democrats.

Republicans.

86.

Since you have been old enough to vote,
how many elections for President have
you voted in -- all of them, most of
them, some of them, or none of them?

A

All of them .
Most of them.
Some of ?hem.
None of them.

Other (vol.).
(SPECIFY BELOW.

AV I = UV S

How much do public offiéials care about
your opinions on local problems? (HAND
RESPONDENT CARD 15.) (IF RESPONDENT

87.

8k,

How religious would you say you are?
(HAND RESPONDENT CARD 14.)

Extremely religious . . .
Very religious

Somewhat reTigious.
Slightly religious.

Not religious at all.

0

(TAKE BACK CARD 1k.)

AV LI i VN R S I

SAYS SOMETHING LIKE "THEY ARE VERY
CONCERNED AT ELECTION TIME," ASK: But
in general, most of the time... REREAD
QUESTION, )

Extremely concerned .

Very concerned

Somewhat concerned.

Slightly concerned.

VoW N

Not concerned at all,

(TAKE BACK CARD 15.)

ERI
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88. About how many public officials or
politicians have you met personally,

either on business or socially?




. 898. How often have you contacted public 92. One cther thing we are interested in
officials or politicians about a prob- is how people spend their money....
lem youa had or something you wanted Which of the following things do you
lhém to do about a public issue? (and your family) own? (IF RESPONDENT
Have you done it very often, once LIVES WITH HUSBAND, WIFE, OR CHILDREN --
in.a while, hardly ever, or never? SEE QUESTION 2 -- READ ENTIRE QUESTION.

OTHERWISE, IGNORE PARENTHETICAL PHRASE.
Very often. . . . . . . . 1% READ EACH ITEM.)
Once in a while ., . . . . 2¥ Yes No
Hardly ever . . . . . . . 3%
L R Black and white
Never : : television set . . . . . . 1 2
Color television set . 1 2
*IF VERY OFTEN, ONCE IN A WHILE, OR .
HARDLY EVER, ASK 89b: Hi-fi or stereo phonograph 1 2
89b. What happened when you contacted Radio. . . . ! 2
them? (NOTE: GET DETAILS -- Musical instrument . 1 2
WHAT RESPONDENT WANTED AND WHAT T a 1 >
THEY DID. ) . ape recorder. . . . . .+ .
; Telephone (IF YES:
NG How many? e 1 2
Vacuum cleazner . 1 2
* Dishwashergx‘. 1 2
Typewriter . . . 1 2
Encyclopedia . . . . . 1 2
: Automobile (IF YES:
90. Do people ask you for your opinions or o
advice about public issues in the news How many?____(SPECIFY BELOW)1 .2
very often, once in a while, hardly
ever, or never? Make Year
Very often. . . . . . . .1 —
Once in a while . . . ., . 2
Hardly ever .
Never . . . . .. .. .Hh
Comera . . « « « o« « o o . 1 . 2
Movie or slide projector . 1 2
91. How often have you taken‘an active Bookcase with books in ]
part in some local issue or local it (IF YES: How many
problem by doing things like passing bookcases? Y. . 1 2
around a petition, handing out leaf- .
lets, or calling on people? Have
you done this very often, once in
a while, hardly ever, or never?
93. Not counting automobiles, do you buy
Very often. . . . . . . 1 things on the installment plan very
Once in & while . . . . . 2 often, once in & while, hardly ever,
or never?
Hardly ever . . . . . . . 3
Never . . . . . .. .. .h Very often . . . ) }
‘\ Once in a while, .2
\ Hardly ever. . . . . .3
Never, . . . . . . . b
N
-
O 21)/
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. IF EMPLOYED (SEE QUESTION 13):

Are
you covered by any life insurance
that you psy for yourself, besides
any insurance you have at work?

IF NOT EMPLOYED (SEE QUESTION 18):
Are you covered by any life insur-
ance that you pay for yourself?
) C1- TP ¢

No. . . .. ........X

*IF YES, ASK 9lb:
9kb.

How much ingurance do you have
that you pay for yourself (GET
DOLLAR VALUE.) =~ - . -

$

By

About how much do you {and your family)
spend for food in an average week, in-
cluding meals you pay' for when you est
out? (IF RESPONDENT LIVES WITH HUSBAND,
WIFE, OR CHILDREN, READ ENTIRE QUESTION,
INCLUDING PARENTHETICAL PHRASE. OTHER-
WISE, IGNORE PARENTHETICAL PHRASE,)

$

-

4-29

9Ta.

Couﬁting savfngs accounts, checking ac-
counts, and U.S. Savings Bonds, do you
(and your family) now have total savings
of $1,000 or more? (IF RESPONDENT LIVES
WITH HUSBAND, WIFE, OR CHILDREN, READ

ENTIRE QUESTION, INCLUDING PARENTHETICAL

PHRASE, OTHERWISE, IGNORE PARENTHETICAL

- PHRASE.)

Yes. . . . . . ¢ o0 o X
No . .. .. .. . X¥*

*IF NOz ASK 97b :
97b. $100 or more?

) €T T ¢
NO v v v v v o v o o o o X

Which of these terms describes how wvou
compare to the other peopletpere in
the Toledo area in incon. and wealth?
(HAND RESPONDENT CARD 16.)
Very much above average ,
Somewhat above
Slightly ebove
Slightly below average. .

average.

average. .

Somewhat below average.

O oW D

Very much below average ,

(TAKE BACK CARD 16.)

.

98.

D

Think of all the money that you (and
your family) now owe to different
places and people, such as stores,
salesmen, loans, and doctor bills. About
how much  do you think you would need
to pay off all these debts, not count-
ing a house mortgage? (IF RESPONDENT
LIVES WITH HUSBAND, WIFE, OR CHILDREN,
READ ENTI™E QUESTION, INCLUDING PAREN-
THETICAL PHRASE. OTHERWTRE, IGNORE
PARENTHETICAL PHRASE.)

$

ERIC
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99a.

ngt}?gér, did any of your own personal
income come from the following sources?

(HAND RESPONDENT CARD 17: READ EACH
SOURCE. )

Yes No
Wages paid by the
hour . . . . .. .. ... .. X
Salary and commissions . . . . X X
Profits from business
or fees from a pro-
fession. . . . . . . ..., .. X X

Savings and invest-
ments. . . . .. .. ... .. X X

Social security, pen~
sions, and 1life \insur-
ance (your own.policy
or your husband's or
wife's policy) . . . . . . . . X X

Unemployment benefits
or welfare . . . . . .. . .. X X




9¢b. *Did -any of yqur income come from’a ' ' . r s
source that s not on the list? ##1F HIS OR BOTH, ASK 99g:

hd -

e

Whlch one was the bourcn of
most of y your- income? -

'
r \;

Xe

IF ANY INCOME FROM SOCTIAL SECURITY,

PENSIONS, AND LIFE INSURANCE ‘AND
RESPONDENT IS RETIRED (SEE QUESTION

. 18), AsK 99e:

99e. .-Which on€ was the source of:
most of your income when.you
were working?

>

IF,ANY. INCOME FROM SOCIAL SECURITY,

" PENSIONS, AND LIFE INSURANCE AND

RESPONDENT IS FEMALE EVER MARRIED,
TSEE QUESTION 35., ASK 99f:

99f.

income you receive. from social
security, pensionsg,or -life in-
'surance.

or what?

s s

His v & « «
" Mine. 7

Both (vol.) « « « v o o o
" Neither (vOl.)e « « o + .

(SPECIFY BELOW.) .

Now I have.a question about the

Does,it come from your
husband's. émployment and his in-
surance pollcies, or. does it com>
from your empioyment and policies,

] 3 )
. XJ*

“

X
) S

X.

27 -

fove taxes? VYou chbn just read me

the letter.

This information is confidential, of

course; we only want 1t for @?oup sta-
IF¥ HE.STILL 'REFUSES,

tisticel analysis.

(HAND RESPONDENT CARD 18.)
_(IF RESPONDENT REFUSES TO ANSWER, SAY:

Yes o o vt x* 99g.” Which one was the source of most
- i of his in 1ncome when he was working’
0 . X s\\
) Lt - '~\,“
. *IF YES., ASK JAc:
R 99c. What is that? :
. - - - 7
of P ) . . .
’ @ * v e -
A . 5 (TAKE BACK CARD 17.) -
s THAN T In 1966 ' ’ : -
: IFCMOinggA ONE- SOURCE IN 998 AND . . 100a. Easb-yeer, how much was your own own ' :
‘92—4-————‘2— " _‘ . . personal ncome from gll sources be-

\

.NOTE AND DON'T PRESS.)

$3,000
,$4,000

_$6 000
1$8,000

"$10,000 - $10,999.. « .« - -
T $11,000 - $11,9994 .+ ¢ 4 . . s

$17,000 = $17,999. « + o oo

. Doesn't know « . . . . e e e

o

$0 8999 . e T e e
$1,000 - $1,999 .+ . .
$2,000 - $2,999 « . 0 o . 0 4 .
- $3,999 ¢ 0o e e e
- $5,999 . . v e

« $5,999 « 4 e e
_§6,999.‘;,......
-$7,999 . e
D88,999 v o0 ek s
-$9,999 « v e v v e e

-

$5,000
$7,000

$9;000

$12,000 - $12,999. « « 5. . 4
$13,000 - $13,999. + .+ e o
$1h,000 - $1u,9953. N
$15,000 --$15,999. « « « - . .« -
$16,000 - $16,999. « .+ « + o s o

0.5 H M ¥ & f I & ™ 0 O 0 O P

n H.,0 79

$J{B_3,0'00 -$l§,999- e e e e
Over $19,000 « « vt o o o 0 et

Refused to say R ¢

(TAKE BACK CARD 18.)°
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T & o . ’
+ 7T OVER 919,000, ASK 100b: 102a. Do you think your own income five

100d.  Could you give me a general idea years from now will be larger or
of how much that was? ' smaller than it was a_%-yeen? in 19667
s Lo $ . . Larger. . . . . . . . . 1%

Seame. . . . .. ... .2

. 3 *
##IFP DOESN'T KNOW, ASK 100¢ AND 100d: Smeller . . . .. ...3

100c.  Could you tell me how much in- *IF LARGER OR SMALLER, ASK 102b:
come you get each week or month?

102p. Would you say that it prob-
~= ably will be much larger
(smaller), somewhat larger

$ Weekly (smaller), or slightly larger

Sl e

smaller)?
v $ * __ Monthly ( ) .
. Mach. . . . . . . .. .1
100d. Did you get that much each week .
_ (month) 9y3§¥ﬂﬁr vere there | Somewhat. . . . . . . .2
times that you were laid off or

Slightly. . . . . .. . 3
couldn't work? ghtly

Got each week. . . . x

- . Laid off, couldn't
vork sometimes . . . xw#s

##%TF LAID OFF, COULDN'T WORK,

ASK 100Qe: . .
100e. About how many weeks
v (months) did y«  ake N ¢
that much? . T B
Weeks . .
Months i <
g
in 1966 - . * A
10la. Was your own income last-year larger or B ) I .g
smeller than it was five years ago? <4 ‘
g
Larger . . . ., . . 1# !
' Same (vol.). . . . . 2 .
N Smaller. . . ., , 3% AN - o
. 8 - Lt B
. *IF LAa(. * OR SMALLER, ASK 10lb:
101b, Would you say it was much larger v e
(smaller), somewhat larger ) . '
(smaller), or slightly larger
(smaller)? £ .
{ H
Much. ’
Somewnat. , . . . . .2 s b -
Slightly. . . ., ... 3 ) )

ERIC - 28 -
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¢

IF RESPONDENT WAS NEVER MARRIED AND :AS NO CHILDREN LIVING AT HOME (SEE QUESTIONS 2; 3, AND

35), SKIP TO QUESTION 10k,

IF EVER MARRTIED OR HAS OWN CHILDRFN LIVING AT HOME (SEE QUESTIONS 2. 24 AMD 35), ASK QUESTION

103:

103a.

In 1966
Leet-ye6r, was there anyone else in your home who had income of his own from any

source? {IF RESPONDENT REFUSHS TO ANSWER, SAY: This informstion is confidentisl,
of course; we only want it for group statistical anslysis. IF HE STILL REFUSES,
NOTE AND DON'T PRESS.)

Yes, . . X*
' No , . . X
*IF YES, ASK 103b:
103b. Who? (GET NAME AND REIATIONSHIP TO RESPONDENT, )
meE Name Relationship
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IF HUSBAND; WIFE, OR CHILDREN ARE NOT LISTED, **IF 0VER4§}9,OOO, ASK 1034d:

SKIP TO QUESTION 10k. ’ 103d. Could you give me a general
1dea of how much that was?

IF HUSBAND/ WIFE, OR CHILDREN ARE LISTED, .

ASK 103c: $

103c. About how much income did your

have altogether #+*TF DOESN'T KNOW, ASK 103e AND

before taxes? You can just read me 103f: i
the letter. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD 18.) 103e. ” Could you tell me how much
(NOTE: INSERT RELATIONSHIP, E.G., WIFE, he (she) got each week or
HUSBAND, CHILD. ) . _ wontn? :
(ASK AND RECORD SEPARATELY FOR EACH -- $ aWeekly
IGNORE OTHER RELATIVES AND NONRELATIVES.
Y IF QUESTION ASKED FOR MORE THAN ONE $ Mopthly
RELATIVE, IDENTIFY CHECK MARKS AND
FIGURES FOR EACH PERSON WITH HIS RE- 103f. Did he (she) get that much
LATIONSHIP OR NAME.) - each week {month) jesb-yesr in 1966
or were there times-—that he
(IF RESPONDENT REFUSES TO ANSWER, SAY: (she) was laid off or
This informastion is confidentisl, of couldn't work?
course; we only want it for group
statistical analysis. IF HE STILL Got each
REFUSES, NOTE AND DON'T PRESS.) week (month) . . . X
. - 1 - 1 7 Laid off,
w 09t couldn't work. . . X¥ee
$1,000 - $1,999. . . . . . . . b ~
$2,000 - $2,999. « . . . . . . c *:IF LATD QFF, COULDN'T
2
$3,000 -~ $3,999. . . .+ . . . . d WORK, ASK 103g:
4,000 - e 103g. About how many weeks
, 8,999 (months) did he (she)
$5/000 - $5999. « « . . ... f make that much?
65000 - $6,999. - . 4 . . . . -
$/, 3 $6,999 g Weeks
/$7,ooo - $7,999. - . . . .. . N
/$8,000 - $8,999. . . . . . . . i Months
/
7/ $9,000 - $9,999. - . . . . . o]
! -
© $10,000 - $10,999 . .+ .« « . . k
: ’ ? ASK_EVERYONE :
$11,000 - $11,999 « . « . . . o1 —_— )
$12,000 - $12,999 « . . « . . . m 104, Now I have s few questions asbout your
’ home and neighborhood...., Not count-
- $13,000 - $13,999 - - - . - - . n ing bathrooms, how many rooms are
$14,000 ~ $14,999 « + . . . . . 0 there in this house (apartment)?
. (COUNT WHOLE ROOMS USED FOR LIVING
$15,000 - $15,999 « . . .« . . p PURPOSES., )
$16,000 - $16,999 . . . . -+ q
__Rooms
$17,000 - $17,999 « . . . . . .1 —
$18,000 <~ $18,999 . . . . . . . 8
Over $19,000. . . . . . « . . . t**
Doesn't KNow. « « » + « o o o o XHeR
Refusedhto S&Y. .« ¢ .+ . c e e o X
(TAKE BACK CARD 18.)
62 .o
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IF PAYS RENT, ASK QUESTION.108:

IF RESPONDENT'S PRESENT JOB IS FARMER/RANCHER
AND OWNS FARM/RANCH, SKIP TO QUESTION 107
{SEE QUESTION 1Ga).

108a. *How much rent do you pay a month?

$

108b. Do you pay for water, el.ctricity),
gas,or heat yourself, or are they
included in *he rent?

ALL OTHER RESPONDENTS, ASK QUESTION 105:

105. Do you own this house (apartment, farm,
ranch), or pay rent, or what?

Owns or is buying

(ASK QUESTION 106.) . . . . . X PAY « v v v vt e w e e . . X
Pays rent (SKIP T0 Included inrent. . . . . . X
QUESTION 108 8.7. . X ’

Neither owns nor *IF?PAY ASK 108c:

rents (SKIP TO QUES- - ”;q_gl '

TION 109.). . . . R ¢ 1586. About how much do they cost

you in an average month?

IF OWNS OR IS BUYING, BUT IS NOT FARMER/ $

RANCHER WITH FARM/RANCH, ASK QUESTION 106

SKIP TO QUESTION 110.

106. About how much would your house
(apartment, farm, ranch) sell for
today?

h IF NEITHER OWNS NOR RENTS, ASK QUESTION 109:

109a. How is it that you don't own your
home or rent it?

£

ASK EVERYONE WHO OWNS OR IS BUYING, INCLUDING
FARMER/RANCHER WITH OWN FARM/RANCH, QUESTION
107:

107a. About how much would you have to pay
by the month to rent a house (spart-
ment, farm, ranch) like this one? :
109b. Do you help with the property taxes /4
$ or mortgage payments, or pay for the
water, electricity, gas, or heat? /
107b. About how much do you pay for water, ’ '
electricity, gas,and heat in an Property taxec . . .
average month? Mortgage payments. . . . .
$ Water, electricity,
gas, or heat . .

«

10/¢c. About how much were property taxes
5 109¢. About how much did you pay for
property taxes laet-yeas& in 19667
Yes » . . 4 v w w e . .. . X% o $

No. . . . . ... .+....X **IF MORTGAGE PAYMENTS, ASK 109d:
L]

~

107d. Do you make payments on a mortgage?

1094, About how much do you pay on

*IF YES, ASK 1Q7e: the mortgage? (GET PERIOD FOR/

107e. About how much do you pay? (GET PAYMENTS, E.G., X DOLLARS PER
PERIOD FOR PAYMENT, E.G., X MONTH, QUARTER ETC.)
&3 DOLLARS PER MONTH, QUARTER, ETC.)
¥y
$ per $ per

SKIP TO QUESTION 110.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

¥%*IF WATER, ELECTRICITY, GAS, OR
HEAT, ASK 10Qe ;

10%e.

About how much do you pay for
water, electricity, gas,and
heat in an average month?

$

+

109f. About how much would you have to
pay by the month to rent a house
(apartment, farm, ranch) like this
one?

A-35

ASK EVERYONE :

110. How would you say this neighborhood

compares with the other neighborhoods
in the Toledo area? (HAND RESPON-
DENT CARD 19.) -
Very much above average.
Somewhat above average .
s Slightly above average .
Slightly below average .

Somewhat below average . .

[« RV, B — i PV VI

Very much below aversge.

-

(TAKE BACK CARD 19.)

11lle. Now think of a femily you know who

111b,

. for 8 living?

(IF NOT WORKING, ASK:

lives close to you (PAUSE WHILE
RESPONDENT THINKS.) What kind of
work does the head of the family do
(IF NECESSARY, PROBE:
Can you tell me in a little more
detail what it is that he does?)

(NOTE: GET FULL JOB DESCRIPTION AND

INDUSTRY FOR FULL-TIME JOB.)

(IF NEVER HAD ANYTHING BUT PART-TIME .

JOBS, NOTE AND GET PART-TIME JOB.)

What kind of
work did he usually do?) , .

Title: .

(IF DOESN'T Ki'OW ABOUT JOB,
PROBE: Well. is he & manager,
foremsn, office worker, sales-
men, factory worker, or what?)

Description of dyties:

IF NECESSARY: What kind of business

is that in? (IF DOESN'T KNOW, PROBE:
Well, do tkey make things, sell things,
repair things, or what? What do they
make (repair, sell)?) ’

~

Does (did) he work for himself or some=-
one else?

Self . . .. . . .« .

Someone else . . . .

IF FARMER/RANCHER OR FARM/RANCH WORK,

4K 111c:
11lc. Toes (did) he own his own farm
{ranch)?
Yes'
No .
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

14
*IF NO, ASK 11ld:
111d. What kind of work does (did)
he do on the fsrm (ranch)?
Was he a manager, foremsn,
. laborer, tensnt, shsrecropper,
or what?
Manager . . X
Foreman . . . X
Laborer . . X
Tensant. . X
Sharecropper. X
8 Otior (vol.). . . . X
7 (SPECIFY BELOW.)
112a. One final question.... Suppose you
received $5,000 unexpectedly. What
. would you do with the money? (IF
RESPONDENT GIVES ONLY ONE RESPONSE,
ASK: Would you do anything else with
it?)
>
- ~
IF MORE THAN ONE, ASK 112b:
112b. What one would be your first
choice? v
END OF INTERVIEW
o - 33
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INTERVIEWER RATINGS

113. _Respondent's rsce:

White . . . . .+« . . .1
Negro . . . . . . «\- . . 2

- Other e e e e e ... 3
(SPECIFY BELOW.)

&

¥

IF ..2GRO RESPONDENT, RATE SKIN COLOR FROM

ll7§ Respondent's slertness and intelli-

% gence:

Above sversge
intelligence . . . . . . . 1

Aversge intelligence .
Slow, needs explsining . . 3

Dull, uncomprehending. . . L

CHART.

11L. - ResPpdndent's skin color:

~
White . .
Yellow
Light brown . . .

DPasrk brown. .
Chocolate . .
Ebony black .

SN W oW Y

118. Respondent's frankness:

Answered frenkly in

, full detail. . . . . . . . 1
7 Answered frankly, but
without elsboration. . . . 2

Seemed to evede or )
misrepresent st times. . . 3

BASIS OF YOUR Owif DEFINITION OF
CATEGORIES. )
Upper clsss .
Upperzmiddle class. .
Lower-middle ¢lsss.

Upper-lower class . .

woE W NP

Lower-lower class . .

)

115. Respondent's socisl cless (JUDGE ON

119. Respondent's use of grammer:

Spesks correctly . . . . . 1

Makes s few mistakes
in gremmer . .. . . . . . 2

Mskes many mistskes
in gremmer . . . . . . . - 3

\ LIVING ROOM

IN THE RATINGS IN 1167T0 119, CHOOSE ONE

CATEGORY ONLY:
©116. Respondent's attitude towsrd .
interviewer:

Friendly sand very
interested. . . . . . . . 1

Cooperative but not
Jperticularly interested . 2

‘ Indifferent snd bored . . 3
Hostile . « « « « « « . . b

%\

120s. Floor covering (CHOOSE.ONE CATEGORY

ONLY):

Linoleum . . , . « . . . . 1

Large rug or wsll-to-

wall cerpet (covers

entire floor -- one foot
border scceptable) . . . . 2

Bsre . . . . ..

othero000000'000u
(SPECIFY BELOW,)

120b. Type of wood flooring (CHOOSE ONE

CATEGORY ONLY):

Softwood (e.g., wide
b08XAS) e ¢ ¢ 0 o 0 o 0 o o 1

Hardwood (e.g., narrow
boBrds)e o + o o 0 e o 0 0 2

Can ' t tell * * * 3 3 . L] . 3

266



120c. Windows covered with shsdes and
curtains, or with venetisn blinds
and drspes:
Number of covered
windows:
1204. Fireplace (resl fireplace with
3 or more utensils):
. Yes .
No.
120e. Armchsirs (includes rockers with
arms ) :
Number:
120f. Pisno bench {(not chair or stool)--
whether or not there is & piano:
4 Yes .
No.
120g. Couch pillows (loose, throw

pillows):

Number:

4

120h. Library tsble (sny table not actu-
ally used -- or intended to be
used -- for meals, except such

\ small tasbles as card tables, end

tables, cocktail tebles, or coifee
\ tablessz

'3

* ’ Yes . . . .
No.
120i. Desk:
Yes .

NOo. v ¢« v v v v v+ . 2

120j. Sewing machine:
Yes .

No. . . « &

120k. Alarm clock:
Yes .

No.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -

",

- 35 -

]

IN THE RATINGS IN 1201 TO 120p, CHOOSE ONE

CATEGORY ONLY:
1201.

5

Living room also used ss:

Dining room (unless
room hes a built-in
dining alcove)

Kitchen.
Bedroom. . . . . . . . . .
. Dining room and kitchen.

Bedroom, dining room,
and kitchen.

No other use .

120m.,
Spotted or'stained .
Dusty.
Spotted or stained and
dusty. . .
Spotless and dustless.

v

120n.

Articles strewn sbout
in disorder. .

Articles in place or
in -useable order .

1200.

Broken, scratched, frayed,
ripped, or torn. .

Patched up .

Good repsir snd well Kept.

120p. Genersl impressions of good teste:

Bizerre, clashing,
inhsrmonious, or
offensive. . . . . . .

Drab, monotonous, ¢
neutrsl, inoffensive .

Attrective in 8 positive
way, harmonious, quiet,
snd restful. .

Clesnliness of room snd furnishiugs:

OrderYiness of room and furnishings:

oW

Condition of serticles snd furnishings:

AN
(WY
-3




121.

Condition of building (CHOOSE ONE
CATEGORY ONLY):
CLlEBN . - « « « o« o o o« o o 1
Some dirt and disorder. . . 2

Chaotic (debris and litter
in halls, ete.) . . . . . . 3

A-39

122s.

3

122b.

N\
Kind of building (CHOOSE ONE'CATEG()RY\

ONLY):
Private apartment house . . 1
Cooperstive apartment house 2

City project apartment
house . . . . T

Residential hotel . . . . . b
Roéming or boarding house . 5

Apartment or room in
private home (e.g., two-
family house)

Private home -; attached
(e.g., duplex or row house) 7

Private home -- detached. . 8

Other . . .. 9
(SPECIFY BELOW. )

¢ e . e o o

House origiﬂglly intended for one
family, but converted into multiple-
family dwelling:

Yes . .
NO:. ¢ o« o o o o o o o o o o 2

e e
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3
IN THE RATINGS IN 123 AND 124, COMPARE THE DWELLING OR AREA WITH THOSE IN ALL
OF LUCAS COUNTY, NOT JUST WITH THOSE IN TOLEDO OR IN OTHER SUBDIVISIONS.

- ~

123. Dwelling:

Excellent Dwellings: Building in good repair. It has-an— ——- T
element _of- showiness—of pretentiousness with respect to size,

architectural style, arnd general condition of exterior and

interior. The dwelling unit — private house or apartment —-

Isvery large . . . . ¢ ¢ o i 0 0 e e e e e e e e e e e e e ]

Very Good Dwellings: These buildings do not quite measure
up to those in Category 1. The primary difference is one
of size. The dwelling unit is slightly smaller, but still
L larger than utility demands for the average family. . . ; e e e o 2

N Good Dwellings: Building in good repair. It is more con—
ventional and less ostentatious than buildings in CategOries

1 and 2. The dwelling unit is only slightly larger than

utility demands . . . . . . .

Average Dwellings: Average dwelling in community (that is,
all of Lucas County). The building is in good repair and
of conventional style. Privete homes may be one—and—ar
half to two story wood frame and brick single-family

Awellings « « & o o v v 4 o 4 e L v e e e e e e e e ade e . L b

Fair Dwellings: Building's condition is not quite as.
good as those in Category 4, or dwelling units are below

average in size, but in excellent condition . . . . ﬁ e e e e e e 5

I
Poor Dwellings: Building is badly run-down, but has:
not deteriorated sufficiently that it cannot be repaﬁred
It suffers from lack of care, but does not have the -
profusion of debris which surrounds buildings in the
lowest category . . . . . . . 0 0 L e e e e e e e e e .. .6

Very Poor Dwellings: Building has deteriorated so far

it cannot be repaired. It is considered unhealthy and
unsafe to live in. This category includes a1l buildings
not originally intended for dwellings, shacks, and -
overcrowded buildings. The halls are littered with

Jjunk, and may have an extremely bad odor. . . . . « + v « o « . . T

-
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——— —— -~ """ "7 "Very High Area: This area has the highest status reputa-
tion. The best residences are located in such an area.
The streets are clean and may be wide and tree-lined. . « « . . 1

High Area: Dwelling areas felt to be superior and well

above average, but a little below the top. There are

fewer pretentious dwellings in such districts than in

the districts in Category 1. However, the chief

difference is one of reputation « « « o v & v + 4 4 4« 4 e 4. D

Above Average Area: A little above average in social
reputation and to the eye of the scientific observer. .
s This is an area of nice, but not pretentious, resi-
dences. The streets are kept clean and the dwellings
are well cared for. It is known as a "nice place
to live," but "society doesn't live there™. . .+ v « . . . . . 3

Average Area: These are areas of workingmen's resi-

dences. The buildings are unpretentious, but neat in

appearance, and the house or apartment is small. 1In

these areas live "the respectable people who don't :
amount to much, but never give anybody any trouble" . . . . . . L

Below Average Area: All the areas in this group are

undesirable because they are close to factories or

railrcads, or include the business section of the

community. There are more run-down dwellings here

because the people living in these areas "don't

know how to take care of things." These areas are >
more congested and heterogeneous than those in .
Categories 1 to 4. It is said "all kinds of people

live here, and you don't know who your neighbors

will be™ o v v s s s L e s e e e s

Low Area£ These arcas are run-down and semi-slums.
Private houses.are set close together. The streets
and yards are often filled with debris. « « « « v v v v o'v « « 6

Very Low Area: Slum districts, the areas with the

poorest reputation in the community, not only because "
of unpleasant and unhealthy geographical positidns--

for cxample, being near a garbage dump or swamp--but

also because of the social stigma attached to those

who live there. The dwellings are little better

than shacks. The people are said to be lazy, shitt-

less, ignorant and immoral. fThis general reputation

is assigned to most people living in such sections ) P
regardless of their abilities or accomplishments. . . . . . . < 71

v . : 3

.
.

, | S 270 - i
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Table A-1

Sources of the Questions and Ratlngs on the Questionnaire

Question or

Rating Source of Question or Rating, if Not Original
Number
1 - .
2 Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965; Caplovitz, 1963; and U.S.
Bureau of the Census, 1961,
3 Artz et al., 1971; and Gurin et al., 1960.
4 _Caplovitz, 1963.
5 Caplovitz, 1963. ;
6 _—
o .
7 Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965; and Caplovitz, 1963.
8 Artz et al., 1971.
9 Artz et al., 1971.
10 Artz et al., 1971.
11 Woodward and Roper, 1950.
12 Artz et al., 1971.
12 Artz et al., 1971.
14 Artz et al., 1971,
15 Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965.
16 Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965.
17 Morgan et al., 1962.
18 Artz et al., 1971.
19 Artz et al., 1971.
20 Artz et al., 1971.
21 Artz et al., 1971.

271 .
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Table A-1 (Continued)

Question or
Rating
Number

Source of Question or Rating, if Not Original

22
23

24

25
26
27
28
29

30

31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

42

. Artz et al., 1971.

Morgan et al., 1962.

Artz et al., 1971; Gurin et al.,
1962.

Gurin et al., 1960.

Bradburn and Caplovitz;,1965;

Bradburn' and baplovitz, 1965.

Artz et al., 1971.

Parker and Kleiner, 1966.

1960; and Mcrgan et al.,

National Opinion Research Center, 1947; and Parker and
Kleiner, 1966. e !

The Fortune Survey, 1947;

/

Parker and Kleiher,‘1966

Parker and Kleiner, 1}966.

Parker and Kleiner, 1966.

and Artz et al., 1971,

b

Mbrgan et al., 1962; énd'rarker and Kleiner, 1966.

Artz et

Artz et

Artz et

Artz et

al., 29Y1.
al., 1971.
alo, 19710 A

al., 1971. }

Kahl and Davis, 1955,

Campbell et al., 1960




- T [a-as : . t
- , \ . 5 ‘
. ) -Table A-1 (Crmtinued)’
L :I‘)" [N . . .
" Questiom or o o S R
O _Rating . Source of Question or Ritiqg} 1f Not Original “~
' Number S : Col T T o~y
‘ R . - ' S ) : V
‘h3 Centers, 1949. S0
7 * ‘Centers, 1549, . e L ‘
‘ 45 Centers, 1949. .- ;ﬂg;égli‘} - “} j? L
: | 46 Centers, -1949. . ‘ .
47 - venters,. 1949. . T L0 (
48 o Cemters, 1949, . .. TS 0o
49 " National Qpiﬁion~Resea}ch Center‘qi;ed'inlﬁrsk;ne, 194%.5fﬁ ‘;
30 . Adorpe ev.al., 1950, . o o8
51 Srole, 1956. i 7 a0 )
52 Centers, 1953; and Landecker, 1963. )
53 - - 1
54 Sears et al., 1957, . ; ‘<, '
i . , . . R
\ 55, Crowne and Marlowe, 1960. L |
. & . * - . . - g
. 56X ‘Crowne and Marlowe, 1960, | . !
57. Crowne and Marlowe, 1960. | '
; A
. o > I .
/,J 4 58 Crowne and Marlowe, 1960, |
59 Crowns and Marlowe, 1960. |
60 Crowne ard Marlowe, 1960;
61 . Gurin et al., 1962, .

62

64
s 65

L

Centers, 1949; and Kahl and Davis, 1955.

- — ‘ - ‘

Horton and Thompson, 1962, :

A

Gurin et al., 1960,

B}
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Table A-1 (Continued) B

\

Question or

N\
\
Y \r
\
N
\‘\t
4
/
/
/

Rating Source of Question or Rating, if Not Original

Number L
66 - . '
67 artz et al., 1971. .

. 68 Parker and Kleiner, 1966. : o vy |
69 Gurin et al., 1960. o v S
70 Artz et al., 1971. M
71 Artz et al., 1971. Y
72 Parker and Kleiner, 1566. e LT .
73 Artz eg‘al., 1971. a T -
74 Artz et al.; ;9713 T > ,

75 . Artz et al., 1971. v '
76 - ,
77 Artz et al.; 1971. A ‘r
78 Ar;z et-al,; 1971. .

79 Artz et al., 1971. ° _ ~

80 Pe‘n:ker' and I_(l\é‘iner, 19‘636 .

81 Parker anh Kleiner,. 1966.

82 - - ‘ ‘

83 ‘ B;adburn and Caplovitz,-1965.

-84 Bradburr. and Caplovitz, 1965.

85 Campbell et al.,\1954.

86 Cam, »ell et al., .1960.

87 Campbell et al., £954,
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Table A-1 (Continued)

B

Question or ]
Rzting Source of Question or Rating, 1f Not Original
Number -
88 -
89 Dahl, 1961.
30 Katz and Lazarsfeld, 1955. =T
. 91 Dahl, 1961; and Foskett, 1955.
92 Chapin, 1935:.“ough, 14%3; and Leahy, 1936.
: 93 - - \
94 Caplovitz, 1963. )
) 95 ﬂCaplovitz, 1963. .
p .
96 -
97 Caplovitz, 1965; and Morgan et al., 1962. ) i
98 Caplovitz, 1963.
99 ﬂradburn and Caplovitz, 1965,
100 Art; et al., 1971 ' -
101 Caplovitz, 1963. R ; .
102 Caplovitz, 1963. .
103 - K
104 ., Morgan et al., 1962. ‘o ,
‘105 Morgan et al.', 1962. ) ' i
106 .° Morgan et al.,-1962. ) - ) |
|107 ﬁorgan et al., 1962. |
108 Morgan et al.,'l962. .
‘ o |
109 Morgan et al., 1962. ‘ , o
© 110 Artz etfal., 1971. .
i 200 P
“~ : aE ‘




e

A-47

Table A-1 (Continued)

Question or

Rating Source of Question or Rating, if Not Original
p— Number
111 - ’
112 ' Caplovitz, 1963; and Parker and Kleiner, 1966,
113 Gurin et al., 1960, .
114 Freeman et al., 1966,
oous Artz et al., 1971.

16 Bradburs and Caplovits, 1965.
117 Bradburn ;nd Caplovitz, 1965.
118 " Artz et al., 1971.
119 _ Bradburn and Caplovit:, 1965.

. . 120 ' Caplovitz, 1963; and Chapin, 1935. i
121 Deutsch, }967. .
122 Morgan et al., 1962.
123 Warner et al., 1949,
124 Warner et al., 1949. . |




Table A-2

Estimated Obliquely Rogated Loadings of Basic Variables on l;lhite Higher Order Factors

ol - .
. Third-Order -
Af  Variable T g Second-Order Factor Factor <
' * 1 II 1 ivov VI / I tr 2
e ] - [ -
SELF-REPCRT OF CUMPARATIVE SOCIAL STANDING 1 64 36 31 227 16 /23 14
INTERVIEWLR'S RATING CF SOCIAL CLASS ’ 41 43 41 41 36 -10 / €3 -Gl
CWN OCCUP AT ION-—DUNCAN — ) 34 24 29 43 44 (9 / 53 13 ®
GWN EDUCAT IUN==YtARS /‘ 40 16 45 26 49 -co/ €3 ~-(5 ]
[NTERVIEWSR'S RATING GF [NTELLIGENCE 38 24 35 28 39 - 4 50 (¢
FRUTESTANT RELISIOLS PREFERENCE ’ -c8 -15 ¢5 11, 10 //Z9 0o <8
SEX 1S MALE ' 17 14 21 01 ace//-cq 21 -.8
AGE--YEARS =12 =-C2 =-3C 24 7c@ 28 -0 32
VALN SUPPLRT®S NCCUPATION--DUNCAN . 23 17 23 21 43 €2 38 (3 ;
MAIN SUPPLRT'S EOUCAT IGN-=YEARS 1S 69 15 11 38 ~C9 28 ~47
FP.IEND'S DCCUPLT;ON—*DUNCAN . 33027 11 38 3715 50 1¢
SELF=RFPOKT OF CUMPARATIVE INCUME AND WEALTH 44 21 42 32 33 c8 53 1
SOURCE QF INCOME : 12 22 -C13 34 16 10 25 18
Uil INCLM===1H 1000S . 45 49 33 34 35 (2 58 .
FAMILY SAVIUGS i 28 1¢& 12 33 16 c9 34 14
FANILY BEFRTS 11 29 09 01 11 ~C4 16 -4
SELF-REPGLT F GUVMPARAT[VE [NFLUENCE AND POWER 24 18 38 31 29 3¢ 42 18
OECISICN MAKEW [N LOMFUNITY AFFAIRS 12 20 33 30 30 -11 34 =¢3 -
TAKES ACTIVE PaRT [N LULAL ISSUES | €0 G2 29 17 13 ¢l 15 ¢l
ERIC . oo

e
i ”
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. Table A-2 (Continued)

~

Varigble

PEOPLE ASK FOR FIS/HER CPINIONS

THINKS PUBLIC CFFICIALS CARE ABOUT HIMZHER

NUMEER OF GFFICIALS OR POLITICIANS HE/SHE HAS MET

HAG CONTACT wWiTH OFFICIALS CR POLITICIANS ABOUT SOMETHING HE /SHE WANTED
NUMBER OF CRGANIZATION MEMBERSHIPS

HUVBER (OF LIAPERSHIP PUSITIONS IN ORGANIZATICKS

NUYBER UF ORGANTZATIUNS THAT TAKES STANDS ON PUBLIC ISSUES
o= )

GWh OCCUPATION--CEATLRS' POWER

NUMBER GUF FMPLOYEES SUPERVISEL

CENTERS? EGEMTIE ICATION MEASURE

CLASS
THINKS OF SELF A5 GEING IN A SGCIAL CLASS

BELIEVES THFRE ARE TWC OR MORE CLASSES

SAYS WCRYEFRS LIXE UNICNS, AND RUSINCSSMIN 0O NOT

BELONGS TC A UNTON

REPUBLICAN POLITICAL PARTY PREFERENCE

HAPRINESS . : . SR
EXTENT OF SUCCESS IN LIFE

CURRENT DR LAST J40OR: SATISFACTION -

’ POSSESSIONS

NUMBER OF NEWSPAPERS

ERIC 2y

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Third-Order
Second-Order Factor Factor
I II III v v VI I 11
17 ¢8 39 19 11 -1t .28 -28
C5 =¢3 23 14 CO0 -Cé4 I =-c2
16 26 Ce& 19 15 <C4 24 8
10 15 37, 24 19 ¢l 28 ¢}
2c 12 41 18 24 -Ceé 34 =67
09 11 34 12 1C -G5S 20
.03 12 3¢ C2 C4 -18 12
32 27 11 40 31 13 44
09 ¢8 12 12 16 c8 16
3 22 11 38 32 16 46

o8

c1

‘02

-04
14,
09

24

00
39

30

09
03
~16
-09
67
12
23
04
28

11

12
-C3
~C8
-09
c?
18
c8
10
45

24

09 -

c8
-18
-27
33
22
44
17
15
25

03
c3
-C4
-23
29

-G2

03

ot

42

28

-11
~-15

C4

-14
-c9

13
C4

-1¢C

17

28

17

33
cs8
56

38




Table A-2 (Continued)

. Third-Order

Variable Second-Order Factor Factor
1 I III v VI ' 11

NUMBER CF-MAGAZINES - 28 04 31: 24 32 -12 38 -a7 )
FOOC EXPEUMITURES ] 25 46 32 12. 31 =20 4C -15
2 HOUSING EXPENCITURFRS ’ ) 34 37 29 10 25 ~11 39 -10
RENT--ACTLAL CR ESTIMATED ’ 44 sq‘ 25 34 39 (4 59 8

PERSONS PR RCCM . -15 09 14 =22 ¢3 *>38 -09 =32 @&
OWNER VS. RENTCR OF HOME ta 13 1; 200 06 23 20 19
INTERVILWER'S RATING CF HOUSE fvP& 59 41 31- 45 33 -C3 &7 0%
SELF-REPGRT GF CONPARATIVE NEIGHBORFOCD QUALITY 21 15 21 :25 2c cs8 34 09
INTERVICWeR?S RATING Of DWELLING ARFA : 52 41 27 -35 32 -C4 59 32
CENSUS: MEDIAN B{USE VALUE FdR CENSUS T&ACT 40 33 .26 29 44 15 52 13
CENSUS: WMECIAN RFNT FOR CENSUS TRACT 36 22 21 ?21 46 19 45 12
CENSUS: PLRCENT GETERICRATING AND DILAPIDATED HOUSING FOR CENSUS TRACT  -26 -C8 -20 -18 =34 =20 -32 -14
NUMBER GF TIMES UNFPPLUYED -03 00 -G5 -15 -13 (4 ~11 -Cl
NUNBER CF SPARE TIME ACTIVITIES ' 24 -18 10 . C4 12 ~-10 i 15 =09
[MTERVIEWLR®S RATING CF GRAMMAR - 29 12 3% 25 34 -Cé6 39 -¢S
ANCMIE -05 -10 -18 -13 -18 . cs 17 C2
AUTHOR ITA% [AN[SM ‘ 03 14 €O 17 C3 -14 11 -03
CONGENTAL VS, cCGNCMIC CONSIDERATIONS [N CHOOSING A J0B ¢z 3 C8 €9 .6 09 c8 «cs8
PERSONAL VS. IMPFRSUNAL FACTORS IN GETTIING AHEAD ON A.JOB c8 V4 12 c9 c5 -cCs8 12 =04
DLRSONAL VS. IMPHRSINAL THINGS AFFECTING SUCCESS 07 -02 23 <62 07 05 ce -ce
- =
Q Note. These loadingb are ac. .ally correlations with reference vectors. Decimal points have becn omi;ted.
ERIC - 253

PAruntext provided by eric
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‘ Third-Order
Variahle . - Second-Order Factor Factor
, L I II III IV vV I II

SELF-REPURT OF COMPARATIVE SOCIAL STANDING ‘ ' 02 22 16 04 16 08 19

. INTERVIEWER'S RATING CF SOCIAL CLASS ' s 1> 39 39 31 17 - 30 43
. GwN DCCUPAT [ON-—=DUKCAN - ) : ' . 22 21 21 23 42 34 23
GWd EDUCATION--YEARS ) ' ' : 39 C3 38 33 42 50 15

" INTERVIEWER'S RATING CF INTELLIGENCE ‘// 25 c8 41 28 21 ™39 20

— "PROTESTANT RELIGICUS PREFERENCE ' ’ . -21 04 -11 -13 -3¢ -§§ -92
SEX 1S MALE 31 42 29 11 03 B6 39
AGE--YEaRY ' : -58 22 -20 -25 -24 -47 (8

MAIN SUPPORT®S OCCUPAT ION--DUNCAN 11 2;. 21 38 32 18
“MAIN SUPPCRT®S FDUCATICN--YEARS 30 06 33 30 30 41 16
FRIEND'S OCCUPATION--DUNCAN . 20 01 42 22 14 733 19
SELF=REPCRT OF COMPARATIVE [NCOME AND WFALTH o Yo a1 26 26 20 21 3%
SOURCE DF INCOME _ ' - 20 22 22 13 07 19 23

UWN TNCUML—=IN 10CC'S ' 45 35 43 36 31 49 4C
FAVIL: SAVINGS , ' : ' 13 14 26 16 19 22 18
FAMILY DESTS ) - 2L 16 25 08 ¢S 18 19
SELF:REPOQI OF CUMPARATIVE INFLUENCE AND PUWER T 01 3¢ 21 09 o7 o o8 32
oecxslnujpdxea IN COMMUNITY AFFAIRS . 202 14 21 8 11 10 17
TAKZS ACTIVE PART IN LGCAL [SSUES I : ' 19, 14 39 19 18 2- 20

% | N fj ’ | ~ ) ]
A 284

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: P

- Table A-3

Estimted’ Obliquely Rotated Loadings of'Basic Variables on Black Higher Order Factors

RIC 284
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3.

. / Table A-3 (Continued) ,
B ;- ) Thi¥d-Order
- Variable Second-Order Factor Factor
o I II III IV V 1 11
s
PEOPLE ASK FCR FIS/KER GPINIONS » 25 IC 29 21 21 31 17
. " THINKS PUBLIC OFFICIALS CARF ABOUT HIM/HER ' -05 .08 04 G4 C8 " 02 (1
: NUMBER OF GFFICIALS OR POLITICIANS HE/SKE HAS MET -02 14 20 04 03 06- 16
- . HAD CONTACT WITH OFFICIALS CR POLITICIANS ABOUT SOMETHING HE/SHE WANTED 11 ©3 22 05 12 15 ce
NUMBER CF CRGANIZATION MEMBERSHIPS - 05 28 43 24 C6 24 35 Re—y
) NUMBER UF LFALERSHIP PUSITIONS IN ORGANIZATIONS -z5 1T . 04 -22 -07 21 -
NUMBER GF CRGANIZATIUNS THAT TAKES STANDS ON PUBLIC ISSUES 27 co 21 24 21 33 ¢ .
) CWN ecpb;Aran--csNren>' POWER ' - 09 27 19 2 1? 20 217 >
NUMBER UF EMBLOYEFS SUPRRVISEC ) 0 19 10 1 of 06 18 4
CENTERS® CLASS IDENTLFICATION MEASURE , ) c -28 04 =09 -09 06 -17 -0l
' " IHLWKS. OF SELF &S GEING IN A SOCEAL CLASS 1L 1L, 69 c8 09 111
BELIEVES THERE ARE TWL UR MORE CLASSES % 26 ©1 06 02 21 16 C5
SAYS WCORK:RS LIKE UNIONS, AND BUSINESSMEN DO NOT 15 -c2 1¢ 06 09 13 ot
BELONGS TU A UNION . ’ 23 30 10 04 -17 07 25
REPUBLICAN POLITICAL PARTY PREFERENCE -07 18 03 -01 04 -03.. 53 .
HAPPINESS o 04 28 €8 G1 ol 0 3.
EXTENT CF SUCGESS I[N LIFE . ) . ‘—gl 3¢ 11 1¢c 10 oz\\ 30
CURRENT OR LAST JOR: SATISFACTION ~09 38 o1 14 12 02 29 )
PCSSESSIONS ‘ 557‘ 43 31 48 39 19 49 40
. uynaex OF NEWSPAPERS ' ) - Te 07 22 10 o9 19 11
)l '
ERIC=® L0y
. N .

T .
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Table A-3 (Continued)

»

@a;

X . - Third=-Order
\ Variable : Second-Order Factor Factor

1 II IIII IV VvV o« I 11

.NurBeR dF MAGAZINES. , ' . 25 o4 34 25 L8 32 15

:éboo EXBENC [ TURFS T 40 21 19 24 03 30 23
HOUSING ExPﬁQgirURFS \ 7 _ ) e 21 19 ° 360 -07 20" 6
RENT--ACTUAL.UR\isflMATED % ! 24 18 18 34 G5 29 23
PERSONS PLR RCUM . ' ' % A21 -07 =03 €3 -07 10 -G6
OWNER. VS. RENTER ‘OF HOME \ ‘—03 41 20 11 -12 03 37
INTERVIEWER'S RATING GF HOUSE TYPE b 13 26 31 33 132 29 32
SELF=REPORT GF COMPARATIVE NEIGHBORHOOD QUALITY ‘ ' 05 27 08 25 00 10 26

\ INTSRVIEW:R'S RATING CF DWELLING AREA , . 13 18 29 34 09 29 26
CENSUS:" FEMIAN HOUSE VALUE FOR CENSUS TRACT 19 12 21 8 12 48 28
CENSUST MECIAN RENT FOR CENSUS TRACT ] . 13 12 26 47 -C3 33 25
CENSUS: PERCENT DFIERICRATING AND DILAPIDATEC HOUSING FOR CENSUS TRACT _13 -GT -21 -52 -18 235 -19
NUMBER OF TIFES UNEMPLOYED ) 16 2 -C1 -C8 ~-19. -04 €O
NUMEEB”ﬁP\SPARF VIVE ACTIVITIES A 15 -11 20 11 19 22 -c2

INTERVIEWER®S RATING OF GRAMMAR 20 o2 39 24 19 35 15
ANCHILE o ' 09 -c3 ¢7 o1 -C8 05 ¢
AUTHOR TTAR T AN [ S ' -18 11 -8 -C3 =07 -13 26
CONGENIAL VS. ECONCMIC CONSIDERATIONS IN.CHOOSING A JOB ‘ 06 o1 07 05 26 12 c2
PLRSUNAL vS. [MPERSONAL FACTORS I GETTING AHEAD ON A JOB 09 - c2 €8 02 ~-10 05 ¢4
PERSONAL VS. IMPFRSUNAL THINGS AFFECTING SUCCESS 10 -¢s . 13 12 1o 1'6‘ ce

Note. /These loadings are.actually correlations with;reference vectors. Decimal points have been omitted.

ERIC 287 ¢ 28




a;

£

Second—Order Factor

Variable

n -

{V

v

-

OWN NATIONAL [TY==LENSK I _ i 29
CWN NATIONAL LTY==RCSS 1 ' -ce ¢4

/. . - n ,
RACE /IS BLACK . . ce

INTEJVIENER'S RATING GF SKIN COLOR . 00 cc

VAx¢ SUPPGRT'S NAT[ONALITY-~RCSSI ' - s

OTH%R FAMILY MEMBERS® INCOME--IN. 1000°'S : - 14

(OZN UR FAMILY INCGME——IN 1000°'S) s 7 34

(NUMBER OF SUCCESSFUL CONTACTS WITH OFFICIALS OR POLITIC(ANS) 25

QNUMBER oF ALL CUNFACIS WITH ‘OFFICIALS OF POLITICIANS) ) 2 26

CENTERS? CONSERVAT JSM-RAQICALISM SCALE--REVISED o 2 C4

"CHAPIN'S SOCIAL STATUS SCALE--ORIGINAL WEIGHTS ’ 19

CHAPIN®S. SCCIAL STATUS SCALE--GUTTMAN WEIGHTS 12
(RENT-<ACTUAL OR ESTIMATEQ--PER ROON) 2¢
(NUMBER OF ROOMS) i 26
(LISTER'S RATING OF HOUSE TYPE) X L 28
INTERVIEWER'S RATING OF BUILOING TYPE~—PRIVATE HOME " 19
INTERVIEWER®'S RATING OF BUILDING CONOITION ‘ T o 12
(LISTER'S RATING OF DWELL ING AREA) ( 26

NEIGHBOR'S OCCUPATION~-DUNCAN 27

it

12

cC

CcC-

11

- 12

REL

21

2¢

3¢
17 -

23
35

17

ED
14

19

23
24




‘Table A-4 (Continued)

i - - E

Variable ] ] ‘ Second-Ordgt FactorA } =

I~ UI I v VI 1

{HOLLINGSHFAD'S TWC FACTORINDEX OF SOCIA

= - S
A~ -

-054110N{;{/z, 35 26 32 51 56 17 60:

AWARNER ET AL.'S [NDEX OF STATUS CHARACTR sz 42 21 sto4T 16 T 10

RATSED. [N BROKEN HCME

S \<?2 -06 ~C3 <04 ~-C5 €2 -05
MAIN SUPPGRT WAS PAN _ A =02 C3 -¢3 63 -5 -C6 . -02°
MAIN SUPPUST?S BIRTHPLACE 7 ‘ N 10 =08 11 =02 15 -13 05
NUM@Eﬁlgﬁ/ALL SIBLINGS . ) : -21 =06 -26 -1l -23 1 _ -27
OWN adﬂerLAce _ _ ‘ * 0g c2 11 03 ce& -Ic " 1o
~§; é OF CCMMUNITY WHERE RALSEC ) ' 08 ©9 13 -2 14 Gl 11
//’LENGTH OF TIME (N TOLEDG h | -12 60 -21 11 -i2 11 -6

. MARITAL STATUS-=MARRIED 13 18 29 ce C5 <16 19

SPOUSE. HAL INCOME ' 05 <c3 16 -03 ce& -¢5 ~

06
. - N N i = 2

BROKEN FAMILY -02 10 ~02* -13 - T

EXTENDEL FAMILY | -C8 ~-C& -C3 =05 =-C7 €9 ~  -1C

NONRELATIVES [N HCME -10 -9 -09: -11 -C3 -Gl -13

07
{NUMBER IN TOTAL FAMILY IN HOME) ) ~Q5s 25 24 =15 14 =35 0¢

(NUMBER IN NUCLEAR FAMILY IN HOME)‘ . 7 -05 26 24 =14 14 =136

(NUMBER CF PERSCNS IN HOME) * ) ' ~0¢ 25 .24 -1¢t. 14 =35 05

PHYSICALLY PUNISHES CHILD “ 14 =CT =CT -14 -13 -C7?

PERMILS CHILU'S AGGRESSION TOWARDS PARENT . ] 09 7.1 2 o1 0e 03

-18.

-
HCY

BUYS ON INSTALLMENT PLAN ‘ , : ' « =11 =C4 17 -19 =0§ =21

"
)
—
—




Tmﬂg.k4>0hnﬁhm¢d$7;; -
H A

s o . = - -
Vartable T ———Second-Onder Factor
f o g m w oW

" LIFE INSURANCE POLICY SIZE ’ . _ _ . ’ 32 .31 20 3¢ 31
(SPARE TIME ACTIVITIES: RADID AND TELEVISION) : S 10 -¢s -1l =02 co
|SPARE TIME ACTIVITIES: ACTIVE SPORTS AND RECREATION): : 23 =¢1 21 -03 13

’%cr;vx14§s IN PAST WEEK: WENT TO A BAR ! . ) 01 -¢3 4 -11 -c2
' ici;?gflé§,xﬁ PAST WEEK: WORKED ON CAR ° - -7 - -06 ~-C9 ~ 04 ~-11 -c7

: Zcr{V1fxes IN PAST WEEK: READ BIBLE < : <16 -C7° -9 01 -0S

" ACTIVITIES IN PAST WEEK: SANG OR PLAYED INSTRUMENT 05 -05 €9 oc c5
NUMBER OF VISITS WITH FRIENDS S 08 -03 03 o4 C4
ATTENDANCE AT ORGANIZATION MEETINGS o 16 cé ar 11 22
zébnsﬁh-gﬁ FAVORITE TELEVLSION PROGRAMS . -04 -21 ~C8. =3 -C1
TYPE OF FAVORITE TELEVISION PROGRAMS: "COMEDY . . -094,513 =17 -05 02
TYPE OF FAVORITE TELEVISION PHOGRAMS: CURRENT AFFAIRS AND NEWS 13 -04 - €1 €1 - O
TYPE OF FAVORITE TELEVISION PROGRAMS: MOVIES - 00 -C6,. C8 -16 CC
TYPE OF FAVORITE TELEVISION PROGRAMS: SPORTS 3 19 22 01 11
FIRST JOB--DUNCAN 22 18 23 .25 44
AGE AT FIRST JOB | , 04 -C5 -C9 05 ¢C
NUMBER OF JOBS MELD -08 -04 -C5 -10 -03
CURRENTLY EMPLOYED FULL TIME - R 22 07 40 -07 10
CURRENT OR LAST JOB: SELF-EMPLOYED VS. WORKS FOR soneou& stse _ 20 26 -02. 3¢ 2¢

» Ayl

: Cﬁ}}RENT ,GR*LAST JDB- LENGTH OF TIME EMPLUYED : ) - : -03 21 -02




[ 4

‘ = ,“ — T — \ ‘ 5o <. ThirdOrder -
- - . 7 Variable - ) _ 'Se'c_:ond—Ordét Factor — FactoF
- ; T . ‘I I CHI. IV - VI I
o LR - { R , 3
‘CURRENT CR LAST JOE: CHANCES -OF ADVANCEMENT - o 21717, 16 32 13 11 30
CURRENT- O LAST Joe: EXTENT OF SKILL AND TALENT USED 07 €9 -€3 21 09 13 14
paepeageu JCB FOR SELF--DUNCAN  ° - ' . 39 17 29 4 44 C1 €2
EDUCATIGNAL ASPIRATION FOR SELF~-YEAR§?V ' ) 20 09 3C 14 34 ~-(7 34
CCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATION FOR SCN--DUNCAN : ' 13 2 ‘—91 11 16 o7 12
EDUCATICNAL ASPIRATION. FOR SUN--YEARS 17 ~C1  §1 ¢33 ¢s ce 12
EXPECTED CHANGES IN FETURE INCOME ) 23 gy0c 28 -08 16 -26 2¢
*-(BLAU BHD DUNCAN'S INTRAGENERATION OCCUPATIONAL MUBILITY SCORE) 2t 14 11 22 1e o8 .26
| (BLAU AND GUNCAN'S INTERGENERATION OCCUPATIONAL MOBILITY SCORE) 1S €9 10 22-~CL co 18
(INTERGENERATTON FUUCATIUNAL MOBILITY) 09 -c1 19 11 -¢c9 1 09
INTRAGENERATION INCOME MOBILITY 25 16 31 -64 10 15 23
(LENSKI®S INDEX OF STATUS CRYSTALLIZATION) =05 =Cl cé& -C4 -01 ¢ -03
(LAUMANN'S INDEX OF ASSOCIAIONAL STATUS CONGRUENCE) -09 =07 6 -C& -c2 -c4 -07
PRESENT VS, FUTURE _ORTENTATION <15 €1 -25 -12 -07 @7 -18
CHOOSES IMMFOIATE VS. DELAYED GRATIFICATION [N SPENDING WINDFALL; ~04 -C6 -19 11 -C& 14 -05
VOTING ‘FREQUENCY IN ELECTIONS ’ 17 06 22 15 19 -13 24
RELIGIOUS INTEREST 07 06— C1 171 -09 -C& "08
DATE OF INTERVIEW | ) 09 ¢3 <ce c1 c2 c3 06
LENGTH OF INTERVIEW LT * €7 €2 -09 ©5 G4 17 05
INTERVIEW REASSIGNED ' ' 02 -12° -¢7* 03 -06 11 -03

!
\Hﬁ; .




"Table A-4 (Continued)

B

.

-C6 14 ‘\-14

/ 8 “ . Second-Order Faétor Th%:z:z:der
v Variable :
. v . o 1 Ir III IV Vv VI 1 I
INTERVIEW VALIDATEC 5 ‘ -07 -06 -C2 -11  co -c5. -09 =06
-/ INTERVIEWER: SEX IS MALE S - -13 13 -1 -a %-cz -csl -C5 -C2
INTERVIEWER: AGE 18 -5 04 Ce¢ c8 16 12 1c
INTERVIEWER: EDUCATIQNW ¢ “r ce -C4=® CC -Cl -C5 e -1
INTERVIEWER'S RATING CF FRAMKNESS P 14 ce8 14 15 1§77 -¢3 21 c¢C
MARLOWE=-CROWNE SOCIAL CES[RABILITY SCALE--REVISED ' ~08 C4 €9 ~’-o: 13

'

basic variables are shown in parentheses. Decimal points have been’ omitted. T

\

Note. These loadings are éétually correlations with reference vectors. Variables that are algebraically or experimentally dependent on

-




" Table A-5

Estimated Obliquely Rotated Loadings of Supplementary Varis .es on Black Higher Order Factors

t
'l’h:lrd-Order« ]
Second-Order Factor Factor -

I I IV V-

_Variable

OWN NATIONALITY--LENSK{ o 00 ¢6c Cco cCco .CcC.

OWN NATIONALITY--RCSSI . . ’ ] co A 00

.

RACE 1S RLACK 6o co

INTERVIEWER'S RATING OF SKIN COLOR . 165

MAIN SUPPURT'S NATIONAL{TY--ROSSI 00
CTHER FAMILY MEMBERS® [NCOME--IN 1000*S

(OWN OR FAMILY INCOME--{N 1000°'S)"

s

‘(NUMBéR OF SUCCESSFUL CONTACTS WITH OFFICIALS OR POtlTIClANS)

‘(NUMBER CF ALL CONTACTS WITH OFFICIALS OF POLITICIANS)
%x-,.eﬁ, =
f"k*iCENTERS' CONSERVATISM -RAQICALISM SCALE--REVISEO

CHAPIN'S SOCIAL STATUS SCALE--ORIGINAL WEIGHTS
‘CHAPIN'S SOCIAL STATUS SCALE--GUTTMAN WEIGHTS
(RENT--ACTUAL UR ESTIMATEO--PER ROOM)’
-{NUMBER OF ROOMS)

(LISTER'S RATING OF HOUSE TYPE) A

INTERVIEWER'S RATING CF BUILOING TYPE--PRIVATE HOME
’ ~

INTERVIEWER®S RATING GF BU(LOING GONOITION

* ) ) '

(LISTER'S RATING OF CWELLING AREA?

NEIGHBOR'S OCCUPATION-~DUNCAN




Table A-5 (Continued)

Third-Order - -

N

Variable . - ‘ ’ Second«0Order Factor ' __ Factor
\' I II I IV OV N &
Y f N ; » é * =
(HULL INGSFEAD'S TWC FACTOR INGEX OF SGCIAL POSITION) . 29 24 41 41 63 53 32
« (WARNER ET. AL.%S INDEX OF STATUS CHARACTERISTICS) 24 26 35 41 42 45 32
. ; = . , : L.
RALSED IN HROKEN HGME . . -08, CC -C3 -06 =22 -11 =g
N .o - by -q‘-—‘ -
MAIN'SUPPCRT WAS MAN _ , ) : -03 -=C7 -C4 .GC 15 02 =07
MAIN SUPPURT'S BIRTHPLACE .- : ‘ : 13 -06 12 c¢f 13 13 -g2 -+
~  NUMBER UF ALL SIBLINGS _ o . =04 -c8 =06 -03 01 . -04 =07

e

i,

22 -19 €1 67 18- 19 -12 %

i,

% T OB IR THRLACET -
"N stz of COMMUNITY WHERE RAISED & _ . . ov2s <or 12 f . 21 -c1
7 LENGTH NOF JIME [N TOLEDO i ’ -22 03 ~07 -09 -13 =17 co*
.  MARITAL S18TUS—-MARRIED , ’ ) . 39 43 ‘28 19 -cz?g_,f%_ 26 &0’

i SPCUSE FAC INCCME - o 26 13 21 '-f'é‘“:::g-‘}'é;;i TR
BROKEN FANILY ~ ‘ l“ -05 -42 -10 -02 oOL -01, -32 \
EXTENDED FAKILY _ o ne =23 €2 -13 -07 -)} . ~-18 -g2 ‘
NONRELATIVES IN HOME . : - -19 01 -C2 -11 =09 | -15 -01L
(NUMBER ‘IN NUCLEAR FAMILY IN HOME ) » . ‘ 35 oi c8 14 -097 200 09

= (NUMBER IN TOTAL FAMILY IN HOME) . _ ‘ 28 07 06 12 -12 15 09 - ‘.»"
(NUMBER OF’ PERSONS [N HOME)  ° . To217 08 05 11 -1l 1« o9

PHYSICALLY PUNISKFS CkILD .- o1 02 -11 02 =-C3 =03 =01

“te ¥

i

PERMITS CHILD'S AGGRESSION TOWARDS PARENT T 10 05 gt -03 0 02 Q3
' 15

KR!

BUYS CN INSTALLMENT PLAN : .




K . P 7 < Table A-S',(Qﬁntinued)
= . Vari::ble , ) 12 - L 7 7 sec;nd-()rc?er Fac;.orr,
, , - S, I oour m
T INSURANCE POLICY Stze - L ‘ ‘ . 7 25 29 38 4c
?iiSPKRE TIME ACTIVIVIES: RADIO AND TELEVISIOND - 202 =07 '55; 00
. 1SPARE'TIMErA611VIfIES' ACTIVE ‘SPORTS. AND RECREATION) ' ”_' - S 245?'01 16 71;
.,Ac11v171€s M PAST WEEK: WENT TO ‘A BAR L . PN L T 38 15
ACTAVITIES IN PAST WEEK: WORKED ON' CAR - a1 16 171 1
.. ACTAVILIES IN PAST WEEK: READ BIBLE -7 N ' ~-3§; 04 =07 =11
ACTIVATIES IN PAST WEEK: SANG OR PLAYED INSTRUMENT ' - © 202 -G5 “e1  oF
"NUMBER - OF VISETS WITH FRIENDS - ," ' - _ T 0% 406 00 00
 ArtENnAmg§;Ar URGANIZATION MEETINGS . ‘ =12 23 21 13
UMBER OF FAVORITE TELCVISION PROGRAMS S =02 =23 ¢s 2
TYPE-GF FAVORITS rrchxstou 'PROGRAMS: éoneov ) -02 -11 CO}' 04
© IYPESOF FAVORITE TELEVISION PROGRAMS: CURRENT AFFAIRS AND NEWS -ﬁf%, S08 11 -e2 -10
TYPE OF FAVG?ITE TELEVISION PROGRAMS: MOVIES s — P 09 -01 o 09
TYPE OF FAVORITE GrLEVISION PROGRAMS: SPORTS - I R YRR PR
FIRST JOB-—CUNCAN e o ' 20 10 311 22
AGE AT~ FIRST Jap ) co T ) ’ -0z 02 =02 03
NUMBER OF J0BS HELT - ' \ ' ~02, 00 -06 o8
‘"CunaeerV)éMpLGth'FULL TINE . 41 22 31 29
CURRENT ©OR LAST JOU: SELF-EMPLOYED VS. WORKS FOR SOMEONE ELSE - } ‘=06 11 =61 "10

CURRENT OR LAST JOO: LENGTH OF TIME EMPLOYED P -18 30 c8 e ~-C5




Table A-5 -(Continued)

v.:nbii

CURRENT OR LAST JOB‘*CHANCES aF. ADVANCEMENT
— f‘cuaacur OK LAST JOBZ EXTENT OF SKILL AND TALENT USED
PREFERRED,JOB FOR SELF--DUNCAN.
'§§EOUCATJQNAt ASPIRATION FOR SELF--YEARS
ti@éﬁU@Ai}ONAL ASPIRATICN FOR SON--DUNCAN
ECUCATIGNAL ASPIRATION FOR $ON--YEARS
EXPECTED CHANGES [N FLTURE INCOME : :
© (BLAU- NG DUNCAN® S INTRAGENERATXON OCCUPATIONAL’ MOBILTTY SCORE )
(aLAb AND CUNCAN®S INTERGENERATION"OCCUPATIONAL ‘MOBILTY SCORE)
(INTERGENERAT fON EDUCATIONAL WORILITY)
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‘NBt;e. These loadings are actually correlations with reference vectors. Variables that are

‘basic variables are shown_ 1in ;arexitheses. Decimal..points have be;en omitted. -
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